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Abstract
The study presented in this dissertation explored the relationship between school board
members’ perceptions and selected district demographic variables. Chi-square tests for
independence were employed to analyze school board members’ categorical perceptual
data and district enrollment size, district urban-centric locale, and district socio-economic
status. The findings suggested a significant relationship existed between district
enrollment size and district socio-economic status, both with regard to school board
members’ prioritization of educational issues and perceptions of reasons that adversely
affected the board’s ability to increase student achievement. The implications of these
findings for school board members and superintendents are also discussed.
Keywords: school board member perception, chi-square, enrollment size, urbancentric locale, socio-economic status, decision-output theory, geopolitical theory
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Chapter One: Introduction
The evolution of school boards in America illustrates a longstanding expectation
to act as overseers of numerous district affairs. In the past century, this historic
expectation has been increasingly articulated in federal, state, and local laws and policies
regarding the scope of the local school board’s authority and educational priorities,
among other topics (Baldwin v. Board of Education, 1948; Board of Education of
Louisville v. Society of Alumni of Louisville Male High School, 1951; Brown v. Board of
Education of Topeka, 1954; Elementary and Secondary Education Act [ESEA], 1965;
Every Student Succeeds Act [ESSA], 2015; McGilvra v. Seattle School District No. 1,
1921; No Child Left Behind Act [NCLB], 2002; Owasso Independent School District v.
Falvo No. I-011, 2002; Parents Involved in Community Schools v. Seattle School District
No. 1, 2007; Rhea v. Board of Education of Devils Lake Special School District, 1919;
Tinker v. Des Moines Independent Community School District, 1969; Washington v.
Seattle School District No. 1, 1982).
Despite a Supreme Court Justice who cautioned the U.S. Supreme Court against
becoming the “super board of education for every school district in the nation” in
McCollum v. Board of Education (1948) proceedings, Walsh (2014) calculated the
Supreme Court has ruled in 130 public school and district cases since Brown v. Board of
Education of Topeka in 1954. These federal, state, and local decisions have helped define
the roles, responsibilities, and accountability of school boards necessary to ensure the
equitable access of education for all students, including the removal of barriers and the
prioritization of increasing academic achievement as identified in the current study.
Although individual school board members are not granted authority to act independently
over school or district matters (Danzberger, Kirst, & Usdan, 1992), the individuals are
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key voices of the collective school board that is granted local policy-setting and decisionmaking authority on behalf of each state (First & Walberg, 1992; National School Boards
Association [NSBA], 2017; Washington State School Directors’ Association [WSSDA],
2010). As such, it is critical to understand the individual perceptions of school board
members that may contribute to the school board’s collective behaviors and decisions
intended to prioritize educational issues, remove barriers, and increase student
achievement.
Therefore, this study was conducted to contribute to an understanding of the
relationship between selected district demographic variables and school board members’
perceptions, specifically as related to the prioritization of key educational issues and
reasons that adversely affected the school board’s ability to increase student achievement.
Perceptual data were obtained and used with permission from a school board member
survey that was created and administered independently of the current study by Alsbury
and Mountford of the UCEA Center for Research on the Superintendency & District
Governance (T. L. Alsbury, personal communication, April 1, 2015), neither of whom
were the authors of this dissertation. The data were analyzed in relation to selected
district demographic variables to advance both scholarly and practical knowledge
regarding the relevancy of the selected district demographic variables and school board
members’ perceptions.
Historical Role of School Boards in America
The historical foundation of school boards in America provides an important
backdrop against which to better understand the current perceptions of school board
members such as those identified in this study. Grounded in historic expectations to
provide public oversight for the academic, moral, and civic learning in schools (Jernegan,
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1918; Land, 2002; Shurtleff, 1853; Urban & Wagoner, 2009), today’s school boards are
comprised of more than 90,000 members who represent nearly 14,000 school boards
across America (NSBA, 2017; Smoley, 1999; U.S. Census Bureau, 2012). Despite the
continuous presence of school boards since the mid-17th century in America, school
boards face rising criticism to demonstrate responsiveness and accountability regarding
student achievement and dwindling resources. This criticism is evidenced by some who
have called for the restructuring of local school boards (Chubb & Moe, 1990;
Hochschild, 2005; Howell, 2005), while others have gone so far as to demand the total
elimination of the local school board (Finn, 2003; Miller, 2008).
These calls for action have subsequently drawn increasing attention to the grossly
understudied school board and to the composition, perceptions, beliefs, attitudes,
behaviors, and ultimately, the effectiveness of its members considered by some as the
“forgotten players” in educational discourse (Danzberger et al., 1987). Governed today
by typically elected members (Chubb & Moe, 1990; Howell, 2005), the local school
board is responsible to establish policies that address the needs and demands of the local
school district and its students, as well as adhere to state and federal guidelines (Briffault,
2005). The expectation for school boards to function and make decisions in this context
necessitates further study of the perceptions of school board members. The school board
members’ perceptions identified for further analysis in the current study included
perceptions of the prioritization of key educational issues and perceptions of reasons that
adversely affected the school board’s ability to increase student achievement.
Colonial selectmen. The birth of school boards in colonial America originated
with the passage of the Massachusetts Act of June 14, 1642 (General Court of
Massachusetts, 1648). This act sought to address apparent neglect by parents and
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responsible persons, commonly referred to as masters, to properly train children in
learning and labor, particularly the ability to read and understand the principles of
religion and capital laws of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. The legislation gave
chosen men from each town, known as selectmen, the authority to (a) remedy conditions
with parents and masters, (b) impose fines or face fines themselves for neglect, and/or (c)
move children into apprenticeships if parents were not able to comply (Altenbaugh, 1999;
Jernegan, 1918; Urban & Wagoner, 2009). Within five years, the Massachusetts Act of
1647, commonly referred to as the Old Deluder Satan Act (General Court of
Massachusetts, 1648), required that towns establish and maintain schools based on size
whereby every town that consisted of 50 families employed a teacher for instruction in
reading and writing, while every town that consisted of 100 families maintained a Latin
Grammar School (Altenbaugh, 1999; Jernegan, 1918; General Court of Massachusetts,
1648; Goldhammer, 1964; Shurtleff, 1853; Urban & Wagoner, 2009).
The Massachusetts school model quickly spread throughout the New England
colonies. The Connecticut Colony adopted Massachusetts’ Act nearly verbatim in 1650,
followed by the New Haven Colony in 1655, and Plymouth Colony in 1671, which
collectively expanded the laws concerning the education of children and authoritative
role of selectmen (Jernegan, 1918). While the expectation to educate children remained
chiefly with families followed by teachers, the role of selectmen in each town effectively
established the earliest priorities of school boards in America by being the first local body
responsible to enforce academic, moral, and civic learning standards and to remove
barriers that jeopardized those expectations for students.
Nineteenth century school committees. As the population of colonial towns
grew and school matters became more complex throughout the eighteenth century, so too
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grew the need for elected representatives and committees of townspeople to devote
attention to school-related matters separate from other town business (Alsbury, 2008a;
Land, 2002). The role of selectmen gradually became that of school committees across
the eastern seaboard. By 1826, Massachusetts, followed by Connecticut, enacted
legislation to establish an elected school committee in every town. In 1837, Horace Mann
was appointed Secretary of the Massachusetts Board of Education. This addition further
defined the organization of public schools under the single authority of school boards
whose primary duties in the nineteenth century included hiring the schoolmaster,
providing schoolhouses, and attending to other school-related matters (Coulson, 1999;
Goldhammer, 1964; Griffiths, 1966; NSBA, 2017; Ornstein & Levine, 1985; Urban &
Wagoner, 2009). Alsbury (2008a) stated the role of school boards during this time was to
“provide public credibility, stewardship, and direction to local education as well as a
political vehicle for the citizenry to exercise authority over the schools” (p. 126). These
roles solidified the dichotomous nature of school boards to simultaneously balance
serving the needs of education, specifically the education of children, while representing
the demands of the public.
The growing responsibility for school committees, predecessors of present-day
school boards, to prioritize school personnel, facilities, and governance matters while
upholding an expectation of community responsiveness eventually demanded the
addition of professional superintendents in the 1840s and 1850s to manage the school
system. Coulson (1999) noted the second half of the 19th century was laden with
education reformers, bureaucrats, and teachers’ organizations who pushed to increase
their power over children and public schools. This was evidenced by the government’s
efforts to compel the formation of school districts, collect taxes to support government
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schools, organize curriculum, and mandate compulsory attendance in all states. Local
school boards, together with the growing number of chief school administrators, oversaw
these reforms as the last stop in a public education pipeline that connected federal
interests with state functions and local operations (Crum, 2007; Ornstein & Levine,
1985).
By the early 1890s, all major cities employed superintendents to help facilitate the
ideals and priorities of the local school board (Alsbury, 2008a; Jernegan, 1918). The
Draper Report, included in the Report of the Committee of Fifteen (Harris, Draper, &
Tarbell, 1895), detailed the separation of educational legislative and executive powers.
This separation placed the school board and its members squarely in the middle of a
second delicate relationship: school board-superintendent relations and the challenge to
define the roles and subsequent priorities between the two entities, a struggle that has
persisted for more than a century.
Early 20th century school board politics. Between 1890 and 1920, a major
reform movement swept urban areas across America intended to remove corruption from
city government. Frederick Taylor’s (1911) quest to improve business efficiency and
productivity through the scientific measurement of factory workers’ behaviors also had
significant implications for educational efficiency. Consequently, school boards were
reduced in size, number, and influence which created further separation from municipal
government with the removal of ward-elected boards in favor of appointed, nominated,
and/or at-large elected boards (Iannaccone & Lutz, 1994; Kirst, 1994; Scribner, Aleman,
& Maxcy, 2003; Spring, 1997). Such reforms replaced common interests and lay control
of the public schools with an elite trustee board composed of members who almost
exclusively represented the upper-middle and upper classes (Iannaccone & Lutz, 1994),
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which effectively eliminated representation from the poor wards and reinforced the
superiority and ideals of wealthier persons. Cubberley (1916) captured this sentiment at
the time: “It is a matter of common knowledge that men are nominated and elected from
wards who could not be nominated, much less elected, from the city at large” (p. 95).
Aside from hiring a superintendent and ensuring facilities, the school board’s
priorities remained vague in the early 20th century. Theisen (1917) conducted a
document analysis of the budgets, annual reports of the superintendent, and school board
meeting and committee minutes in 60 cities of various sizes in America to study the
practices of lay boards of education in the early 1900s. Theisen (1917) found boards (a)
squandered time on “trivial matters or upon matters that ought to be disposed of through
other channels” (p. 18), (b) relegated important business to be rushed, and (c) accepted
recommendations of unnecessary subcommittees without adequate consideration of the
entire board which resulted in a tendency to disregard the professional aspects of
educational leadership. While studying school administration during the same era,
Cubberley (1916) similarly concluded, “Over-activity on the part of board members and
board committees arise from a confusion as to what the members were elected to do” (p.
118). The lack of consensus and prioritization of issues left all school matters exposed to
school board scrutiny, despite having hired a professional administrator to supervise these
very details.
Rise of interest in educational governance. On the heels of two world wars and
amidst the growing Civil Rights movement, Kirst and Mosher (1969) noted prior to the
late 1950s, “the governance of the U.S. educational system received relatively restricted
and low-level scholarly attention” (p. 624). After the 1950s, intensified academic interest
in educational governance and those responsible for its processes could be attributed in
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part to the changing attitudes of politicians and legislators. Kirst and Mosher (1969)
surmised that politicians and legislators were “no longer willing to accept the
justifications educators continued to offer for their increasingly open-ended cost
estimates of their needs” (p. 627). This shift in support forced “more meaningful
evaluations of the results of formal schooling and to compare the potential contributions
of education” whereby “relevant data became more abundant and accessible, and
researchers attacked problems not previously studied, such as political influence and the
representative character of school boards” (Kirst & Mosher, 1969, p. 628). Likewise,
Rada (1988) observed, “It has only been since Charters (1955) chided researchers’
obsession with survey research on school boards that complex and probing questions
about the governance of local school districts have been asked” (p. 225).
Development of educational politics. Many of the complex and probing
questions referenced by Rada (1988) concerning the governance of local school districts
at the hands of school board members and district administrators stemmed from the
development of educational politics as a distinct field of study. Attributed to Eliot (1959),
educational politics emphasized the “need for continual analysis of how the schools are
run and who runs them” (p. 1032). Eliot (1959) reasoned that because public schools
were part of government and because politics included “the making of governmental
decisions, and the effort or struggle to gain and keep the power to make those decisions”
(p. 1035), public schools were consequently “a fit subject for study by political scientists”
(p. 1035). Eliot (1959) criticized the quality of analysis conducted regarding public
education governance as follows:
If politics has been anathema to educators, the governing of the public schools has
seemed inconsequential to political scientists. The taboo should be exorcised, for
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the future of public education, at every level of government, is not only a political
issue, but an increasingly crucial one. (p. 1036)
Eliot (1959) insisted that public school governance required analysis “not only in
terms of political institutions, but in terms of voting behavior, ideological predispositions,
the clash of interests, decision-making, and the impact of individuals and organizations
on nation-wide trends in educational policy” (p. 1036). Eliot (1959) maintained that if all
the significant political factors were revealed, the people could more rationally and
effectively control the governmental process. Each of the political factors named by Eliot
(1959) provides connections to today’s school boards, among other educational
stakeholders. Ideological predispositions and the impact of individuals, for example, can
be likened to school board members’ perceptions, such as those identified in the current
study, lending credence to the importance of examining school board members’
individual perceptions as critical factors in understanding effective school board
governance processes and behaviors.
The merge of politics and educational governance drew attention not only to the
technical aspects of educational governance, but also to the motives, composition, and
priorities of school boards’ members. This new focus was evidenced in early educational
governance studies where school board members first identified “school board
functioning” as a leading concern (Gross, 1958; Gross, Mason, & McEachern, 1958).
Eliot (1959) suggested the most significant priorities for school board decision-making
included the curriculum, the facilities, the units and organization of government, and
personnel, shaped by the “omnipresent issue of finance” (p. 1036).
In addition to these four priorities, Eliot (1959) described schools as objects of
local control where the people of a local school district exercised control through an
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elected school board, and in turn, the board appointed a superintendent to act as the chief
executive of the district. Consequently, Eliot (1959) reasoned that “school board
members and superintendents are engaged in political activity whether they like it or not”
(p. 1035). As participants in the predominantly localized political activity as described by
Eliot (1959), school board members’ perceptions warrant further scrutiny through local
lenses such as those identified in the current study: district enrollment size, district urbancentric locale, and district socio-economic status as measured by percentage of students
eligible for free or reduced-price lunch (FRPL).
Development of Educational Governance Theories
Although the introduction of educational politics in the late 1950s generated new
questions surrounding educational governance, a unifying theory was slow to emerge.
Many criticized the lack of a solid theoretical framework in the field (Iannaccone &
Cistone, 1974; Peterson, 1974; Scribner & Englert, 1977; Scribner, Reyes, & Fusarelli,
1995; Wirt & Kirst, 1992). Wirt and Kirst (1992) observed a “grab bag of partial theories
and contrasting methods” (p. 27), but no overarching theory that generated hypothesis.
Iannaccone (1975) remarked, “The growing field of study in the politics of education was
not produced by a theoretician’s dream but, rather, a practitioner’s nightmare” (p. 24).
Zeigler (1974) went so far as to suggest a “schizophrenic nature” (p. 6) existed in school
governance and that school boards themselves were “schizophrenics” (Zeigler, 1975, p.
10) on account of reflecting both public good and professional service.
In the absence of an educational governance theory, Kirst and Mosher (1969)
categorized the breadth of educational governance inquiry into three broad areas,
including (a) the allocative effects of political actions – who gets what, when, and how;
(b) the nature of the present educational-political system and changes in its characteristics
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over time; and (c) the effectiveness of the system in reaching desirable policy objectives.
At the local level, answers to these questions “previously known only to top-level
education officials and advisors” (Kirst & Mosher, 1969, p. 628) gradually redistributed
real and perceived power and influence in educational governance to parents, teachers,
minority groups, and students, while simultaneously challenging over three hundred years
of de facto school board authority.
Local school governance inquiry persisted within and beyond the three
aforementioned areas outlined by Kirst and Mosher (1969), guided by the eventual
development of political theories applied to educational governance and later propelled
by national education reforms. Three dominant theories – decision-output theory (Wirt &
Kirst, 1992), continuous competition/participation theory (Zeigler, Jennings, & Peak,
1974), and dissatisfaction theory of American democracy (Iannaccone & Lutz, 1970) –
are the most widely known and used in studying educational governance (Alsbury,
2008a; Iannaccone & Lutz, 1994; Land, 2002; Rada, 1988), including school board
members as identified in the current study. Iannaccone and Lutz (1994) observed that
each theory encompassed “contrasting definitions of democracy which lead to different
criteria of evaluation. Theories can provide different yet correct views of the same
phenomena” (p. 39). The differing views allow varying explanations of the complex
relationships between the process of educational governance and key stakeholders,
including school board members, superintendents, district and school leaders, and the
community.
A brief synopsis of dissatisfaction theory of American democracy (Iannaccone &
Lutz, 1970, 1994; Lutz & Iannaccone, 1978, 1986) and continuous
competition/participation theory (Zeigler, 1974, 1975, 1976; Zeigler et al., 1974) is
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included henceforth as the contributions of each intertwine with the historical progression
and perceived priorities of school board governance. A detailed analysis of the remaining
theory, decision-output theory (Wirt & Kirst, 1992), is included in Chapter Two as the
most appropriate theoretical selection for the current study of the relationship between
school board members’ perceptions and selected district demographics.
Dissatisfaction theory of American democracy. Emphasizing the democratic
nature of local school politics, Iannaccone and Lutz (1970, 1994) and Lutz and
Iannaccone (1978, 1986) associated public satisfaction with the degree of responsiveness
by school boards and superintendents in meeting public demands. Building on the
dissertation of Iannaccone (1967), Iannaccone and Lutz (1970, 1994) and Lutz and
Iannaccone (1978, 1986) described a culture-conflict model in which “significant
changes in the socio-economic-political indicators of the community which begin as far
back as ten years prior to the demise of the superintendent” (Lutz & Iannaccone, 1986, p.
12). This conflict resulted in public dissatisfaction and increased attempts to influence the
superintendent and the school board to alter policy. As communities grow or decline,
changes occur in community values which are often expressed by a variety of special
interest groups. If decision making by the superintendent and school board is not
reflective of the changing values, “these groups and individuals grow more dissatisfied
with the schools and their policy makers” (Lutz & Iannaccone, 1986, p. 14).
According to dissatisfaction theory of American democracy (Iannaccone & Lutz,
1970, 1994; Lutz & Iannaccone, 1978, 1986), when the school board and superintendent
become unresponsive to the demands and values held by voters in the community, voters
respond in a series of stages marked by (a) sharp increase in voter turnout, (b) increase in
the number of people running for school board election, (c) defeat of incumbent school
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board member or members along with the traditional elite style of representation, (d) the
subsequent firing of the superintendent, and (e) an adjustment of programs and policies in
alignment with new community values until the new school board and its values become
unresponsive and representative of outdated values and the cycle repeats. When
functioning properly, “this system is the embodiment of democracy” (Iannaccone & Lutz,
1994, p. 43), but is rarely realized.
Dissatisfaction theory of American democracy is generally used in longitudinal
studies intended to examine changes in community values, decision-making, and
educational governance leadership over time, making it a less appropriate choice for use
in the current study which examined the relationship between school board members’
perceptions and selected demographic variables collected during a snapshot of time.
Continuous competition/participation theory. Differentiating between
organizations whose purpose and decisions benefit the public at large and organizations
that exist to serve a specific group, Zeigler (1974, 1975, 1976) and Zeigler, Jennings, and
Peak (1974) deemed schools the latter because they provided a service to a specialized
population. As such, Zeigler et al. (1974) defined school boards as the “authoritative and
representative political body in the school system” (p. 18) and school governance as “a
set of behaviors that should be appropriately examined by the traditional yardsticks of
democratic theory” (p. 9).
According to the continuous competition/participation theory (Zeigler, 1974,
1975, 1976; Zeigler et al., 1974), the presence of continuous competition and
participation by the citizenry in school board member recruitment and selection
processes, in school board members’ relationship with those they govern, and in school
board members’ relationships with the superintendent should act as a means of ideal
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democratic participation. In practice, “the conditions for an effective democratic board
seem to contradict the conditions for an effective professional board” (Zeigler, 1976, p.
7), which makes decisions for the benefit of those they represent, even if the decision is
not popular or derived democratically.
Calling attention to the schizophrenic nature of school boards, Zeigler (1975)
observed, “On the one hand, they willingly (indeed, eagerly) give power away to the
experts (who, according to their admission, cannot prescribe cures). On the other hand,
they espouse an ideology of lay control” (p. 10). Zeigler (1975) cautioned if school
boards were entirely responsive to the public they represent, it would effectively
eliminate the professional judgment of educators themselves and acknowledged that
school board members were more likely than other elected officials to “reject the notion
of responding to demands and to accept the fundamental tenets of a service organization:
one must do what is best for the client, whether or not he understands what his actual
interests are” (p. 6). Zeigler (1974) noted, “we have a commonweal institution behaving
largely as though it were a service organization” (p. 8) and recommended, “even though a
balance between efficiency and responsiveness should be maintained, the ultimate policy
initiative should rest with the elected representative bodies” (Zeigler et al., 1974, p. 6).
Similar to dissatisfaction theory of American democracy (Iannaccone & Lutz, 1970,
1994; Lutz & Iannaccone, 1978, 1986), the democratic ideal of continuous
competition/participation theory is rarely realized and in actuality, “boards do not govern,
but rather legitimate, or ratify, the policy recommendations of the superintendent”
(Zeigler, 1976, p. 9).
In light of the emphasis on the competitive nature of the school governance
election processes and relationships between the board, the superintendent, and the public
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as described in the continuous competition/participation theory, this theory is likewise a
less appropriate theoretical choice for use in the current study which examined the
relationship between school board members’ perceptions and selected district
demographic variables.
Twenty-First Century School Boards: Achievement and Accountability
A Nation at Risk. In the early 1980s, a harsh critique of the American education
system as measured by high school student performance compared to other industrialized
nations garnered widespread attention and ushered in a sweeping era of reform. The
United States Department of Education’s National Commission on Excellence in
Education (USDOE, 1983) authored A Nation at Risk designed to “help define the
problems afflicting American education and to provide solutions, not search for
scapegoats” (p. iii). Instead, it chided schools and colleges for their role in undermining
the educational foundations of society that were supposedly “being eroded by a rising
tide of mediocrity that threatens our very future as a Nation and a people” (USDOE,
1983, p. 5). Overarching recommendations of the report included (a) a prescribed course
of study for high school students, (b) defined content standards and expectations, (c)
increased time spent in school, and (d) enhanced teacher salary and competence
requirements. These four recommendations were tied together by a fifth and final
recommendation: (e) leadership and fiscal support which charged state and local officials,
including school board members such as those identified in the current study, with the
“primary responsibility for financing and governing the schools” (USDOE, 1983, p. 32).
Among other foci, A Nation at Risk (USDOE, 1983) called upon school boards and their
members to demonstrate priorities related to funding and governance as components of
increasing student achievement.
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Forgotten school boards. A Nation at Risk (USDOE, 1983) became the
cornerstone from which the excellence movement was launched, comprised of numerous
and often broadly written state reform initiatives in the 1980s and 1990s intended to
improve education. However, the local school board’s ability to operationalize the
report’s recommendations and unilaterally elevate expectations for increased student
achievement were being increasingly questioned (Danzberger & Usdan, 1994). Not since
the overhaul of school boards in the late 18th and early 19th centuries had school
governance received this kind of attention. Danzberger (1994) observed that the state
reform initiatives of the early 1980s “often stemmed from a lack of confidence in local
boards and local professional educators…school boards came through the first phase of
education reforms following A Nation at Risk relatively unscathed, though also ignored”
(p. 368).
Labeled the “forgotten players on the American public education team”
(Danzberger et al., 1987, p. 59), school boards had been excluded from most major state
education reform efforts, “not only because legislators underestimated the critical role of
the boards in education reform but also because legislators understood the political
volatility of the issue” (Danzberger, 1994, p. 373). Land (2002) concluded that although
the restructuring/system reform period in the 1990s which followed the excellence
movement of the 1980s sought to “increase accountability for students’ academic
achievement, expand access to quality education, increase linkages to social service
agencies, and restructure educational governance” (p. 235), it once again failed to
recognize school boards as “facilitators of reform,” and instead pressured them to simply
“react to new initiatives” (p. 235).
By the end of the 1980s, little had changed in the landscape of school boards.
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Danzberger (1994) explained, “Hopes for rapidly improved student achievement as a
result of state reform efforts had proved vain” (p. 368). State and national reforms merely
legislated more of the same which strategically avoided calls to redefine roles and
responsibilities for school boards and school board members (Campbell & Greene, 1994;
Danzberger, 1994; Danzberger et al., 1992). Educational priorities established during
President H.W. Bush’s Education Summit in 1989 became the foundation for President
Clinton’s Goals 2000: Educate America Act (1994); however, the legislation once again
failed to mention the role of school, district, or school board leadership in accomplishing
the stated goals of prioritizing standards and increasing achievement.
Increase of school board governance studies. The exclusion of the influence of
school boards and school board members was not accepted without notice. The slight
provided gradual momentum to explore the reach of school boards and their members
further. Several studies and reports that targeted the relationship between effective school
board governance principles, practices, and student achievement gradually emerged in the
decades that followed A Nation at Risk (USDOE, 1983) and the No Child Left Behind
Act (2002) (Bracey & Resnick, 1998; California School Boards Association [CSBA],
Illinois Association of School Boards, Maine School Boards Association, Pennsylvania
School Boards Association, & Washington State School Directors’ Association, 1998;
Campbell & Greene, 1994; Carol et al., 1986; Danzberger et al., 1987; Danzberger et al.,
1992; Delagardelle, 2006; Ford & Ihrke, 2015, 2017; Gemberling, Smith, & Villani,
2000; Goodman, Fulbright, & Zimmerman, 1997; Goodman & Zimmerman, 2000;
Hofman, 1995; Iowa Association of School Boards [IASB], 2000; Johnson, 2012;
LaRocque & Coleman, 1993; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2008, 2009; Leithwood & Azah, 2017;
Murphy & Hallinger, 1988; Rice et al., 2001; Speer, 1998; Togneri & Anderson, 2003).
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In essence, the delve into effective board governance in the past thirty years has
produced overlapping lists of behaviors, roles, and policy topics for effective school
boards and district leaders, arguably none of which has been more encouraging than The
Iowa Association of School Boards’ Lighthouse Study (IASB, 2000; Rice et al., 2001).
Rice et al. (2001) reported positive correlations between seven school board behaviors
and practices and student achievement that are described further in Chapter Two. While
the current study does not attempt to draw correlations between school board members’
perceptions and student achievement, it is reasonable to suggest a better understanding of
school board members’ perceptions, such as those identified in the current study,
contributes to the growing body of literature that seeks to identify the many factors that
contribute to school board members’ behaviors associated with increasing student
achievement as previously described.
Carol et al. (1986) branded school board membership “the highest form of public
service” (p. 14), while Resnick (1999) noted school boards provided the “crucial link
between public values and professional expertise” (p. 6). Shannon (1994) considered
school boards “the epitome of representative governance in our democracy” (p. 387), and
Danzberger and Usdan (1994) added that the way schools were governed locally was a
“critical variable that directly affects the nation’s prospects for achieving enduring
systemic education reforms” (p. 366). However, empirical studies of educational
governance, including school boards and school board members, have remained
extremely limited (Kotthoff & Klerides, 2015; Stringfield & Land, 2002), and are even
less abundant when investigating the relationship between board governance and student
achievement using reliable methods (Delagardelle, 2008; Land, 2002). Land (2002)
cautioned that school board literature is “rife with conclusions and recommendations
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based on personal experience, observations and opinions and a heavy reliance on
anecdotal evidence rather than on well-designed research studies” (p. 265), making the
need for well-designed studies of board governance, including the perceptions of those
who compose school boards, all the more critical.
No Child Left Behind. Where state reforms had failed to produce results in the
1980s and 1990s, the reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA) (1965) as the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) (2002) compelled the
realignment of district priorities to ensure increased achievement for all students by
including strict accountability measures. Because of the accountability provisions
included in NCLB (2002), the U.S. Department of Education (2005) purported that
school boards would be able to measure how their districts were doing and to measure
their districts in relation to others across the state. Furthermore, districts would have
“more and better information on which to base decisions about priorities in their districts”
(USDOE, 2005). The fear of being labeled a failing school or losing federal funding
under NCLB (2002) drove the increased achievement of all students to become the
standard against which all decisions concerning priorities were made by school and
district leaders, including school board members.
Every Student Succeeds. The most recent and long overdue reauthorization of
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (1965), known as the Every Student
Succeeds Act (2015), effectively replaced the formulaic accountability measures set forth
in NCLB (2002). ESSA (2015) “maintains an expectation that there will be
accountability and action to effect positive change in our lowest-performing schools,
where groups of students are not making progress, and where graduation rates are low
over extended periods of time” (USDOE, 2016b). In other words, as the presumed policy-
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making leaders of the district, school boards and their members are still expected to play
a clear role in prioritizing an increase in student achievement, an expectation that began
in earnest with NCLB (2002).
Statement of the Problem
The evolution of school boards in America illustrates a longstanding expectation
for school boards to act as overseers of numerous district affairs. Only recently has this
expectation reflected a more articulated sense of the roles, responsibilities, and
accountability necessary to prioritize the academic achievement of all students. The
current level of student achievement in K-12 public education has garnered widespread
attention, reinvigorating and clarifying accountability efforts directed at class, school, and
district leaders. As district leaders, school boards are responsible for making an array of
educational policy decisions ranging from teacher salaries to curriculum, all while
balancing the expectation they carry out states’ constitutional guarantees of providing
public education. Simultaneously, school boards contend with various political actors and
their individual interests and agendas at the local, state, and federal levels. Although
individual school board leaders do not possess any authority over school or district
matters, they are key members of the collective, authoritative body that retains local
decision-making authority. As such, it is critical to understand the individual perceptions
of school board members. These individual perceptions may contribute to the school
board’s collective behaviors and decisions that are intended to prioritize educational
issues and remove barriers to increase student achievement. A growing body of research
demonstrates a relationship exists between school board members’ behaviors and student
achievement, yet the impact on school boards and school board members, and
subsequently K-12 education, has been limited.
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This study was conducted to investigate if a significant relationship existed
between school board members’ perceptions regarding the prioritization of educational
issues and perceptions of reasons that adversely affected the school board’s ability to
increase student achievement and the selected demographic variables of district
enrollment size, district urban-centric locale, and district socio-economic status as
commonly calculated by percentage of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch
(FRPL) in the National School Lunch Program. As such, the problem this study
addressed is: Does a significant relationship exist between the identified school board
members’ perceptions and selected district demographic variables?
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to investigate what relationship, if any, existed
between selected district demographic variables and school board members’ perceptions,
specifically as related to the prioritization of key educational issues and perception of
reasons that adversely affected the school board’s ability to increase student achievement.
Research Questions
Two over-arching research questions were used to guide this study, both of which
were enhanced by three supplemental research questions, one for each of the selected
demographic variables of district size, district urban-centric locale, and district socioeconomic status.
•

Is there a statistically significant relationship between school board members’
perceptions concerning the prioritization of key educational issues and
selected district demographics?

•

Is there a statistically significant relationship between school board members’
perceptions concerning reasons that adversely affected the school board’s
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ability to increase student achievement and selected district demographics?
Investigation of the research questions necessitated the development of
corresponding hypotheses statements. A null hypothesis and an alternative hypothesis are
stated for each research question in Chapter Three.
Research Methods
Due to the categorical nature of the predictor and criterion variables selected for
study, the non-parametric chi-square test for independence, also called Pearson’s chisquare (χ2) test, was used to investigate the research questions and determine if a
significant relationship between two categorical variables existed. These methods were
determined by the selected categorical responses of perceptual data generated from a
school board member survey that was created and administered independently of the
current study by Alsbury and Mountford of the UCEA Center for Research on the
Superintendency & District Governance, neither of whom were the authors of this
dissertation. The perceptual data were obtained and used with permission (T. L. Alsbury,
personal communication, April 1, 2015).
Among several other perceptual survey items, board member respondents were
asked to prioritize eight education issues as “very important,” “important,” or “less
important” in the following survey item: “Please indicate how important you think each
of the following issues are for the board to prioritize by marking the level of importance
next to each item.” In addition, board members were also asked to indicate one of four
levels of agreement, including “strongly agree,” “agree,” “disagree,” or “strongly
disagree”, concerning each of 13 reasons pertaining to the following survey item: “To
what degree does each of the following adversely affect the school board’s ability to
increase student achievement?”
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The findings of these two survey items provided the data against which the
selected demographic variables were correlated ex-post facto using the chi-square
statistic. This was done to determine if the differences between the observed frequency
counts and expected frequency counts were statistically significant, thus demonstrating a
relationship between the two categorical variables. Furthermore, the following resources
were used to obtain pertinent district demographic information for correlation: (a)
National Center for Education Statistics’ Common Core of Data (USDOE, IES, n.d.a),
(b) individual states’ department of education websites (USDOE, 2016c), (c) the 20112012 Schools and Staffing Survey (USDOE, 2013), and (d) the 2013 Digest of Education
Statistics (USDOE, 2015b). It is important to note the inclusion of one or more school
board members’ responses from hundreds of unique districts situated across the United
States did not facilitate the identification of individual school board member respondents,
only relevant district demographic information.
Significance of Study
The conclusions of this study may be significant at substantive and practical
levels. Substantively, this study contributes to the growing body of literature related to
the relevancy of the selected demographic input variables and school board members’
perceptions regarding the prioritization of educational issues and reasons that adversely
affect the board’s ability to increase student achievement. An enhanced understanding of
school board members’ perceptions in this regard can further inform the future study of
school board and school board members’ beliefs and behaviors, some of which have been
associated with student achievement (Delagardelle, 2006; Hofman, 1995; LaRocque &
Coleman, 1993; Rice et al., 2001; Togneri & Anderson, 2003).
Practically, this study contributes to an enhanced understanding regarding school
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board members’ perspectives regarding the prioritization of educational issues and
reasons that adversely affect the board’s ability to increase student achievement,
narrowed by district enrollment size, urban-centric locale, and socio-economic status.
This information has potential significance for many stakeholders within educational
governance, namely superintendents and school board members who may utilize the
findings to (a) confront localized perceptions and beliefs of school board members
relevant to removing barriers and increasing student achievement and (b) cultivate school
board and school board member beliefs and subsequent behaviors within the broader
context of increasing student achievement.
Structure of Dissertation
The framework of this dissertation has been organized into four subsequent
chapters: Review of Literature, Research Methods, Results, and Discussion of Results.
Chapter Two presents a detailed review of the theoretical construct of systems
analysis, the foundational construct of this study, as well as the secondary constructs of
perception, belief, and attitude formation and geopolitical theory. An analysis of
quantitative and qualitative research related to school board members’ perceptions of the
prioritization of educational issues, barriers to student achievement, and educational
governance priorities is presented and critiqued.
Chapter Three presents a description of the methodology utilized in this study.
The two research questions and subsequent hypotheses are noted. In light of the ex-post
facto nature of the current study, the research design includes a detailed review of the
survey used, predictor and criterion variables, and survey setting. In addition, the specific
data analysis and statistical methods used in the study are explained.
Chapter Four presents a comprehensive summary of the results found in this
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study. Descriptive and inferential statistics linked to the research questions are
summarized with the primary findings identified for discussion in Chapter Five. Key
assumptions underlying the selected statistical processes are included.
Chapter Five presents a discussion of the statistical and practical significance of
the research findings in this study as well as comparison to the findings of prior, related
empirical studies. The discussion also addresses the limitations, threats to internal and
external validity, and suggestions to enhance the study. This chapter concludes with
recommendations for future study in the area of school board member perceptions and
district demographics.
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Chapter Two: Review of Literature
The relevant theoretical and empirical literature central to the advancement of this
study is presented in this chapter. The research questions and methods are based on two
systems theories, systems analysis framework and decision-output theory. In addition,
two additional constructs, namely perception, belief, and attitude formation and
geopolitical theory, are suggested for consideration as each includes potential
implications for school board members’ perceptions as related to the selected
demographic variables. A review of each theoretical construct is provided in order to
support the rationale and conclusions of the study. This chapter also includes a review of
quantitative and qualitative empirical research related to school board members’
perceptions of the prioritization of educational issues, barriers to student achievement,
and educational governance priorities.
Theoretical Constructs
The review of literature used to frame this study emphasizes two systems theories,
decision-output theory (Kirst & Wirt, 2009; Wirt & Kirst, 1992) which stems from
systems analysis framework (Easton, 1957, 1965a, 1965b), as well as acknowledgement
of the constructs of perception, belief, and attitude formation (Ajzen, 1985; Armstrong,
1961, 1968; Bruner & Goodman, 1947; Edwards, 1954, 1961; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975;
Senge, 1990; Smith, 2001) and geopolitical theory (Cohen, 2003, 2015; Helfenbein &
Taylor, 2009; Lefebvre, 1991, 2005). Each theory has potential implications for the
current study that investigated if a significant relationship existed between selected
district demographic variables and school board members’ perceptions regarding the
prioritization of educational issues and reasons that adversely affected the board’s ability
to increase student achievement.

28
Systems analysis framework. Political scientist David Easton (1957, 1965a,
1965b) proposed a framework to better understand political systems comprised of four
basic parts: system, environment, response, and feedback. Each component is explained
briefly and then discussed in terms of the current study. Inclusion of Easton’s systems
analysis framework is relevant for discussion, as it provided significant contribution to
the development of Wirt and Kirst’s (1992) decision-output theory upon which the
current study is further based.
System. Easton (1965a) defined a system as a device to help understand human
behavior and suggested all social systems were composed of the interactions among
persons which formed the basic units of the systems. Although the concept of a system
can be applied to a variety of disciplines, Easton (1965a) identified a system in a political
context as behavior that could be observed and characterized as political life. Easton
(1965b) differentiated political life from politics, the former being the focus of the
behavior and the latter being one type of output that resulted from political behavior. As
the focus of the behavior, Easton (1965a, 1965b) defined political life as a set of social
interactions on the part of individuals and groups specifically focused on the study of
order, power, the state, public policy, decision-making, or the monopolization of the use
of legitimate force. Easton (1965b) stressed the special role outputs played in political
behavior because they conveyed a degree of control or direction over other members of
the system when they were used to commit and direct resources and energies to attain
goals. Within a system, Easton (1965b) described behavior in political life as open and
adaptive, “imbedded in an environment to the influences of which the political system
itself is exposed and in turn reacts” (p. 18).
Different from political life, Easton (1965a) described politics as the result of
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political behavior and defined it as “the authoritative allocation of values for a society”
(p. 74). In Easton’s (1965a) view, a system, including its members who engaged in
politics through political behavior, was recognizable from the environment in which it
existed and remained open to influences from it. By viewing a system as open or exposed
to influences as opposed to a closed system, Easton (1965a) suggested members of the
system were forced to “regulate or cope with stress” (p. 25) that originated from the
environment as well as from internal sources. The system’s environment is thus the
second component of Easton’s systems analysis.
Environment. Distinguishing a system from its environment without the clearly
defined spatial or material boundaries found in physical or biological systems highlights
the challenge in applying systems analysis to social interactions such as those present in a
political system. Easton (1965a) maintained that environment referred to the social as
well as the physical environment and included internal and external components. Easton
(1965a) characterized intra-societal systems as the aspects that existed “outside the
boundary of a political system, yet within the same society such as a depression in the
economy, a change of values and aspiration in the culture, or a shift in the class structure”
(pp. 70-71) whereas extra-societal systems were characterized by the aspects that
remained outside the society of the political system. Easton (1965a) explained that what
was chosen for inclusion in a system or considered within its boundaries depended on
what was scrutinized and what was left outside as part of its environment were the factors
accepted as givens. In other words, the values and beliefs chosen for examination by the
persons recognized as authoritative within a system may influence the system’s entire
environment.
Response. The response by the authoritative members of a system to internal and
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external pressures forms the third component of Easton’s (1957, 1965a, 1965b) systems
analysis framework. Easton (1965a) suggested that these pressures created inputs,
specifically demands and supports, which generated the need for outputs or responses in
the form of decisions and policies that ultimately allocated values to the environment and
its members. Demands originated “in the form of a social want, preference, hope,
expectation, or desire” (Easton, 1965a, p. 122) and a response by the members of a
system was a necessary action or reaction to address the various pressures exerted by a
system’s environment.
According to systems analysis framework (Easton, 1957), responses may reflect a
simple shift to realign with identified goals but could also include the modification or
complete transformation of goals as a necessary response to the influence(s) at hand.
Easton (1965a) noted that these adjustments, large and small, allowed a system to
regulate its future behavior and remain intact. Easton (1965a) described the characteristic
that political systems shared with other social systems, and even some mechanical and
biological ones, was that they were “not necessarily defenseless in the face of
disturbances to which they may be subjected” (p. 77). Although they may not always do
so, Easton (1965a) noted that members of a political system possessed the opportunity to
respond to stress “in such a way as to try to assure the persistence of some kind of system
for making and executing binding decisions” (p. 78). According to Easton (1965a), the
varying responses by members of a system served as an attempt to thwart disturbances to
the system’s environment.
Easton (1965a) identified the two most essential variables that distinguished
political systems from all other systems – “the behavior related to the capacity to make
decisions for the society and the probability of their frequent acceptance by most
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members as authoritative” (p. 96). Without either the capacity to make decisions or the
likelihood of those decisions being respected as authoritative, a system will cease to exist,
overrun by so much “chaos and disorganization that the essential variables can no longer
operate” (Easton, 1965a, p. 124).
Feedback. The continuous feedback loop is the fourth and final factor of Easton’s
(1957, 1965a, 1965b) systems analysis framework, and bears potentially the greatest
influence as related to the school district community environment and school board
system. Easton (1965b) described feedback as “the dominant and most fertile intellectual
innovation of our own age” (p. 367) in part because it allowed the system to “acquire
some idea of how close it has come to its objectives” (p. 369). In so doing, Easton
(1965b) stated that if a system and its members desired to understand feedback and had
the ability to do so, the system was “in a position to seek to modify its behavior with this
end in view” (p. 369).
Easton (1965b) noted the symbiotic relationship between response and feedback.
Inputs were part of an on-going process that acted as responses to the feedback stimuli
and were shaped, at least in part, by the way in which the feedback processes were
operated. According to Easton (1965b), as each input was considered, not all received a
corresponding output and occasionally, those that did receive outputs were not always
recognized by members of the system as corresponding to the original input. Easton
(1965b) described this occasional lack of association between inputs and outputs: “What
are fed back as stimuli to the members are the outcomes of the outputs and in the minds
of the members these may remain permanently unassociated with the outputs” (p. 387).
Easton (1965a) also purported that authoritative figures in a system may be
unwilling or unable to meet demands with responses. Some inputs were not met due to
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demand-input overload where “variety and content may be such that the conflict they
stimulate requires an excessive amount of time to process…no system is able to accept
and process through to outputs an unlimited number and variety of demands” (Easton,
1965a, p. 120). Easton (1965a) warned that continued dismissal of demands led to output
failure which (a) fed undermining support back into the system in the form of “sentiments
of legitimacy, recognition of a general welfare, and a sense of political community” (p.
125) and (b) was often “bred deeply into the maturing members of a system through the
usual processes of political socialization” (p. 125). Further analysis of a school board and
superintendent’s ability or inability to meet demands has been conducted through the lens
of the dissatisfaction theory of American democracy (Alsbury, 2003; Iannaccone & Lutz,
1970, 1994; Lutz & Iannaccone, 1978, 1986).
While some demands are not met with outputs in the feedback loop, Easton
(1965a) suggested a system could intentionally produce outputs designed to “reflect the
satisfaction a member feels when he perceives his demands as having been met” (p. 125).
Easton (1965a) concluded that outputs “in and of themselves have no consequences, but
if they are to have any impact on support, in one way or another, they must be able to
meet the existing or anticipated demands of the members of a system” (p. 127). These
specific supports were fed back to the members of the system who engaged in exchanges
between the environment and the system as inputs jockeyed for position. Easton (1965a)
cautioned:
What happens to a political system, its stability or change, will in part be a
function of the operations of internal variables, the elements we are primarily
concerned with understanding and explaining. The way in which they function,
the stresses imposed upon them, and the behavior that occurs as a response to
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such stress will also be a product of what takes place in the total environment of
the political system. (pp. 74-75)
The basic relationship between environment, input, output, and feedback within a system
is depicted in Figure 1.

Figure 1. Easton’s model of a political system. Adapted from An Approach to the
Analysis of Political Systems by D. A. Easton, p. 384. Copyright 1957 by Johns Hopkins
University.
Systems analysis framework and school board members. By Easton’s definition
(1957, 1965a, 1965b), a school board could be considered a system whose behavior can
be observed and characterized as political life, and whose decisions or outputs in the form
of policies are the authoritative allocations of values for a society, more specifically, a
school district community. As representatives of the local community, school board
members are subjected to a range of qualitative and quantitative influences from the local
environment or intra-societal systems, as well as from the state and federal environments
or extra-societal systems, all of which can exert pressure regarding student achievement,
educational priorities, and barriers to achievement among other areas. As school board
members consider input demands and supports to make decisions and policies that later
enter the environment as outputs, Easton (1965b) advised, “All political leaders need to
possess some capacity to sense the wants of their support groups and to give open

34
expression to them or to give the appearance of doing so” (p. 111).
In examining school board members’ perceptions in the current study through the
lens of systems analysis framework, consideration was given to which demographic
factors, if any, might have a significant relationship with school board members’
perceptions as one of many inputs in the input-output exchange. In addition to the
community’s input demands placed before the school board system and its members to
determine appropriate outputs, school board members’ own perceptions and district
demographic variables such as district size, urban-centric locale, and socio-economic
status may also function as inputs or demands on the system according to Easton’s
systems analysis framework (1957, 1965a, 1965b). School board members’ perceptions
regarding the prioritization of educational issues and perceptions of reasons that
adversely affected the board’s ability to increase student achievement were isolated in the
current study, together with selected district demographic variables as inputs, and exist
within the environment as contributors to output and feedback as shown in Figure 1.
It is important to note these same perceptions function as the dependent or output
variable with regard to statistical calculations used in the current study, but as Figure 1
depicts, they are considered inputs according to Easton’s systems analysis framework
(1957, 1965a, 1965b). Easton (1965a) recognized inputs are “worked upon and
converted” (p. 112) as they become outputs, eventually fed back to the system as a
response or allocation of values. The array of political processes that act upon school
board members’ perceptions as well as the eventual outputs are both beyond the scope of
the current study; however, Easton’s (1957, 1965a, 1965b) model allows for the
consideration that school board members’ perceptions exist not only as inputs, but
continue to exist in the space between inputs and outputs, having been exposed to the
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wants, preferences, hopes, expectations, and desires of environmental demands and
supports, but not yet evidenced in observable or measurable decision-making outputs,
policies, or behaviors. As such, these perceptions arguably provide the foundation for
eventual behaviors in the form of policy decision-making that ultimately allocates values
back to the local school system, making school board members’ perceptions all the more
important to understand.
Decision-output theory. Seemingly labeled decision-output theory by
Iannaccone and Lutz (1994), Wirt and Kirst (1992) acknowledged significant influence
from Easton’s systems analysis framework (1957, 1965a, 1965b) in the further
development of a framework derived from a heuristic approach. Kirst and Wirt (2009)
explained heuristic theory is “not so much a predictive scheme as a method of
analytically separating and categorizing items in experience” (p. 57). Emphasizing
Easton’s (1957, 1965a, 1965b) concept of inputs and shifting the focus to politics
specifically in educational settings, Wirt and Kirst (1992) explored “the extent to which
politics and education do intersect” and suggested that “professional tasks are highly
political and that school professionals are also politicians” (p. 1).
Politics and governance. Kirst and Wirt (2009) stated that understanding politics
and governance through decision-output theory first required an understanding of the
human behavior indicative of the respective terms. Politics, for example, referred to
behaviors associated with social conflict “rooted in group differences over values about
using public resources to meet private needs” whereas governance referred to behaviors
related to “publicly resolving that group conflict by means of creating and administering
public policy” (Kirst & Wirt, 2009, p. 36). In other words, politics was the conflict and
acts of governance were the public resolution of the conflict through policy. Using these
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definitions, Wirt and Kirst (1992) suggested that school systems not only converted
inputs from subsystems of society in response to group-defined stresses, but schools
acted out the conversion processes “like those in other subsystems that are more clearly
recognized as political” (p. 40).
Origins and agents of demand inputs. Kirst and Wirt (2009) and Wirt and Kirst
(1992) observed that school systems interacted with other systems to allocate resources
such as revenues and programs, as well as values. The interaction occurred in two ways:
demands and supports. Demands were expressed as “pressure on the government for
justice or help, for reward or recognition” behind which was “the human condition of
longing for something that is in short supply” (Kirst & Wirt, 2009, p. 60). Demands
generally entailed a request for more or different kinds of resources and/or values, while
supports were “a willingness of citizens to accept the decisions of the system or the
system itself” (Kirst & Wirt, 2009, p. 60). Kirst and Wirt (2009) noted that a steady flow
of supports was necessary for a political system to sustain legitimacy and could be
tangible like local tax dollars or intangible, such as a favorable attitude towards
education.
Meeting demands. Despite supports, Wirt and Kirst (1992) concluded school
policies and programs were often not able to keep up with public demands due to finite
resources. Some demands never entered the political system either because they did not
represent values favored by the society or because those who presented the demands
lacked sufficient resources to compel the system to act in response. Kirst and Wirt (2009)
observed that a gap existed between what groups wanted and the resources available to
meet those demands which forced school systems to “act politically because they must
choose which demands to favor and which to reject” (p. 59). Wirt and Kirst (1992)
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explained that the more the members of school systems acted politically, the more the
channels to the board and administrator were “swept by regular floods of aroused school
constituents” (p.101), and the more the board became responsive. However, Wirt and
Kirst (1992) suggested that relatively few citizens used the channels available to them to
express their educational needs. Instead, popular participation was “episodic at best” and
provided “spasms rather than a flow of demands” (Wirt & Kirst, 1992, p. 137).
According to decision output theory (Kirst & Wirt, 2009; Wirt & Kirst, 1992),
when interest groups or individuals act politically in an educational system, political
turbulence and stress occur as supports and demands are transferred across the system’s
boundaries to its key decision makers, namely school boards and superintendents. Wirt
and Kirst (1992) stated that these exchanges between the environment and political
system were “highly influenced by a value system that emphasizes an obligation to
translate private preference and need into public policy” (p. 79). Furthermore, Wirt and
Kirst (1992) noted that groups, for example, used political power to “satisfy their values”
(p. 82) and consequently, political activity occurred “as a result of the inevitable clash
between groups with different values about many aspects of life” (Kirst & Wirt, 2009, p.
36). Kirst and Wirt (2009) suggested the potential for conflict between groups with
different values arose when a diverse population encroached on the political system and
leaders who represented the diverse groups sought “new values and resources from the
political system” (p. 38). Within decision-output theory and “at the heart of the conflict
lie persons having legitimate authority who must make policy decisions at different
levels” (Kirst & Wirt, 2009, p. 48). If authority figures were seen as legitimate, so, too,
would any decision or outputs that were doled out. If not, conflict would ensue until the
demands were sufficiently met in the public’s eye.
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Localized demands. Adding to the list of pressures facing the educational system,
Kirst and Wirt (2009) suggested the impact of recent immigration was one of the
underlying demographic challenges in meeting demands. As other educational
governance theories have suggested, an increasingly diverse population conjures
increasingly diverse values, which challenge the authorities allocating the previously
established values through decision-making (Iannaccone & Lutz, 1970, 1994; Lutz &
Iannaccone, 1978, 1986; Zeigler, 1974, 1975, 1976; Zeigler et al., 1974). Findings from
multiple studies of community influence and their relevance to school and district
decision-making conducted in the 1950s, 1960s, and 1970s (Johns & Kimbrough, 1968;
Kimbrough, 1964; McCarty & Ramsey, 1971; U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, 1968;
Webb, 1956) support Wirt and Kirst’s (1992) conclusion that “a few influential people
can shape community outputs by controlling demands [inputs] to the school system” (p.
134). Further research is needed to correlate specific outputs with specific inputs, but the
preceding statement warrants the current study’s investigation as school board members
are perceived as influential people (Carol et al., 1986; Resnick, 1999; Shannon, 1994)
and their perceptions act as key demands or inputs within a school district’s system.
Similar to Easton’s systems analysis framework (1957, 1965a, 1965b), decisionoutput theory (Kirst & Wirt, 2009; Wirt & Kirst, 1992) maintains the notion that not all
inputs or demands are converted into policy or outputs as the political system is more
responsive to some values over others. Kirst and Wirt (2009) observed, “What inputs get
through depends upon which values the conversion process reinforces and which it
frustrates. They are also influenced by the values of the political authorities operating
within this flow of inputs” (p. 61). While the conversion process and resulting output
decisions are beyond the scope of the current study, isolating the relationship between
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school board members’ perceptions and the selected district demographic variables of
size, urban-centric locale, and socio-economic status is congruent with decision-output
theory’s description of inputs and outputs, specifically an enhanced understanding of
localized inputs. The current study presents the values or perceptions of selected school
board members in two ways: perceptions regarding the prioritization of educational
issues and perceptions of reasons that adversely affected the board’s ability to increase
student achievement.
Decision-output theory and school board members. In relating decision-output
theory to the study of school board members, Rada (1988) described the emphasis of
decision-output theory as “the process of converting inputs into outputs…if this
conversion process is understood, outputs from the process can be predicted by analyzing
demand inputs” (p. 226). Greater understanding of inputs is useful not only for future
studies to more closely examine the relationship between inputs and outputs, but to
expand the literature concerning school board members’ perceptions as one of many
input variables that are worked upon in the political process. Kirst and Wirt (2009) noted,
“Each school district reflects locally prevailing values to some degree” (p. 73). This
suggests dominant values where the school board is located may play a role in school
board members’ perceptions and may vary from district to district and state to state.
But whose values and priorities ultimately control the public school governance
narrative? Marshall and Scribner (1991) suggested, “People with competing values or
competing priorities seek to have their priorities and values prevail” (p. 349) and
Iannaccone (1991) added, “Politics is the process by which a society’s persistent social
values are translated into policy” (p. 467). When considered together, the prevailing
values that make their way into the political process are most reasonably the ones that
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emerge as policies. In a similar way that demands act as inputs in the political process,
school board members’ perceptions and district demographic variables, such as those
identified in the current study, also act as input variables. That is to say they mix with
other demands and are worked upon throughout the political process before yielding an
output or decision, making decision-output theory (Kirst & Wirt, 2009; Wirt & Kirst,
1992) and its predecessor, systems analysis framework (Easton, 1957, 1965a, 1965b), the
appropriate theoretical perspectives from which to approach the current study.
Perception, belief, and attitude formation. Inclusion of the constructs of
perception, belief, and attitude formation are appropriate to this study in light of the trend
in empirical research to study school board members’ perceptions, beliefs, and attitudes,
often as they relate to behavior. In the current study, school board members’ perceptions
regarding the prioritization of key educational issues and perceptions regarding reasons
that adversely affected the board’s ability to increase student achievement were examined
in light of selected demographic variables which warrants further study both in terms of
relationship, and connections between perceptions and actual behaviors.
Perception. For the purposes of the current study, the definition of perception
followed those offered by Armstrong (1961, 1968), Bruner and Goodman (1947), and
Smith (2001) in which perception is a reflection of the balance between cognitive and
behavioral views of reality at a given point in time. Bruner and Goodman (1947)
suggested perception was a compromise between what was actually present and seen by
an observer and what was selected by the observer’s active, adaptive behavioral
functions. The selection process was influenced by learning, as well as motivational
factors such as meeting a need, the requirements of a learning task, or by any internally or
externally imposed demands. If a perceptual hypothesis was rewarded by the desired
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outcome, a fixation took place and the perceptual hypothesis grew stronger. In simplest
terms, Bruner and Goodman (1947) described perception in this way: “Perception is, by
and large, a series of quick looks, glances, inattentive listenings, furtive touches” (p. 36).
Some have explored an even stronger connection between perception and
behavior. Edwards (1954, 1961) offered behavioral decision theory where behavior was
guided by a perception of the most favorable outcome, while one of Senge’s (1990) five
disciplines, mental models, also suggested perception may influence behavior. Senge
(1990) described mental models as “deeply ingrained assumptions, generalizations, even
pictures or images that influence how we understand the world and how we take action.
Very often, we are not consciously aware of our mental models or the effects they have
on our behavior” (p. 8). Likewise, others have suggested a relationship between
perception and political behavior (Dijksterhuis & Bargh, 2001; Ferguson & Bargh, 2004;
Ferris, Adams, Kolodinsky, Hochwarter, & Ammeter, 2002; Ferris & Treadway, 2012;
Feuerstein & Opfer, 1998; Stone & Schaffner, 1988; Wirt & Kirst, 1992).
Belief. Smith (2001) argued that belief played an essential role in perception, but
acknowledged recent literature left the debate “wholly unresolved” (p. 283). Smith
(2001) equated perceptual experience with a “certain kind of believing” (p. 283) where
perceptual experience was one component of belief formation but was also a
“distinctively cognitive act of the mind” (p. 283). Armstrong (1961) also differentiated
between perceptions and beliefs such that perceptions were “characterized by a flood of
up-to-date information about our environment” (p. 114) and “definite events that take
place at definite instants and then over” (Armstrong, 1968, p. 214). According to
Armstrong (1968), this did not necessarily make perceptions the same as beliefs, but
rather, akin to the “acquiring of beliefs” (p. 214). Consequently, reinforced perceptions
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are thought to eventually become beliefs (Armstrong, 1968; Smith, 2001), but are a more
temporal reflection of the environment at the time. The finite nature of cross-sectional
self-reporting studies as opposed to longitudinal data collection methods is a criticism
discussed further in Chapter Three; however, Smith (2001) added, “perception is sensecertainty – something that can only be modified by understanding” (p. 292), which
describes the firm but adaptable nature of perceptions.
Attitude. Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) suggested once a belief was formed and
under most circumstances, a person’s attitude was “primarily determined by no more than
five to nine beliefs” (p. 218). While the number of beliefs could be higher, Fishbein and
Ajzen (1975) maintained it was only a small number of beliefs that aided in determining
a person’s attitude. These were a person’s salient beliefs at a given point in time and
could be changed, strengthened, weakened, or replaced by new beliefs. Fishbein and
Ajzen (1975) suggested a person’s attitude towards a behavior was the best predictor of
the behavior itself. This implies attitude influences behavior. Fishbein (1963) and
Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) suggested a person’s attitude toward any object, issue,
behavior, or event was a function of the degree to which a person held to these salient
beliefs and represented a person’s general feelings of favorableness or unfavorableness
towards some stimuli.
Perception, belief, and attitude formation in relation to school board members.
In summary, there is literature to suggest perceptions contribute to beliefs (Armstrong,
1961, 1968; Smith, 2001), beliefs contribute to attitudes (Fishbein, 1963; Fishbein &
Ajzen, 1975) and ultimately, to behaviors (Edwards, 1954, 1961; Senge, 1990). The
potential relationship between self-reported perceptions and behaviors provides
opportunities for future studies to examine the relationship between school board
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members’ surveyed perceptions, beliefs, and attitudes as compared to observable
behaviors, decision-making patterns, and political activities which is the beyond the
scope of the current study. However, an understanding of perception and the implications
for potential behavioral outcomes remains a critical component of the current study.
Geopolitical theory. The current study explored not only school board members’
perceptions, but whether a significant relationship existed between specific perceptions
and selected demographic variables, including district size, district urban-centric location,
and district socio-economic status as measured by students’ eligibility for free or
reduced-price meals. As such, a survey of geopolitical theory contributes to an
understanding of the relationship between localized geographic settings and school board
members’ perceptions.
Swedish political scientist Rudolph Kjellén first coined the term “geopolitics” in
1899 and defined it as, “the theory of a state as a geographical organism or phenomenon
in space” (as cited in Cohen, 2015, p. 15). Kjellén’s is one of many definitions used in the
past century to describe the interaction between power, namely political power, and
traditional spaces such as land, sea, air, and space on a global scale. Atkinson and Dodds
(2000) noted, “Geopolitical thought emerged at the close of the nineteenth century as
geographers and other thinkers sought to analyse [sic], explain, and understand the
transformations and finite spaces of the fin de siècle world” (p. 2) or end of the century.
More recently, Cohen (2003) defined geopolitics as:
The analysis of the interaction between, on the one hand, geographical settings
and perspectives and, on the other hand, political processes…both geographical
settings and political processes are dynamic, and each influences and is influenced
by the other. Geopolitics addresses the consequences of this interaction. (p. 12)
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At the close of the twentieth century and more than one hundred years after
Kjellén’s explanation of geopolitics, the accepted definition of traditional spaces used in
geopolitics were being challenged. Lefebvre (2005) observed, “daily life changes by two
routes, the local and the global, the micro and the macro” (p.126) and suggested changeworthy interactions could occur on a smaller scale instead of only a global one. Lefebvre
(1991) surmised, “to change life, we must change space” (p. 190).
Citing Lefebvre’s views (1991, 2005), Helfenbein and Taylor (2009) encouraged
educators to more carefully consider the “place of education” (p. 238) as a geopolitical
space. While the interactions within a school district and more specifically its governing
body, a school board and its members, do not rise to the traditional global or macro scale
as Kjellén first suggested in 1899, school board members engage in behaviors to execute
political power and processes that both influence and are influenced by geographical
settings and perspectives unique to each school district community on a local or micro
scale. Defarges (2011) explained, “Today, any actor – individuals, corporations, private
and public organizations – is a geopolitical actor” (p. 4). The political nature of school
board members’ roles and responsibilities that occur within the geographical school
district settings makes geopolitics an appropriate lens with which to examine the
relationship between school board members’ perceptions and the selected demographic
variables of the current study.
Empirical Review
In keeping with the purpose of the current study, a detailed review of available
quantitative and qualitative empirical research related to district demographic variables
and school board members’ perceptions in the following areas is presented henceforth:
prioritization of educational issues, barriers to student achievement, and educational
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governance priorities. Together, these tightly and loosely coupled studies contributed to
an increased understanding of school board members’ perceptions regarding the
prioritization of educational issues and reasons that adversely affected the board’s ability
to increase student achievement, particularly as related to the selected demographic
variables.
Prioritization of educational issues. Examining existing research of school
board members’ perceptions of the concerns, problems, and urgent issues faced by
districts revealed finance, academic achievement and accountability, student
behavior/discipline, facilities, and personnel matters top the list of school board
members’ priorities (Blissett & Alsbury, 2017; Carol et al., 1986; Feuerstein & Opfer,
1998; Hess, 2002; Hess & Meeks, 2010; Ornstein, 1991; Webber, 1995). The seven
studies examined here also offered useful district and school board member demographic
variables for consideration, including district size, region, location, socio-economic
status, age, and level of education among other characteristics. The concerns identified
provide greater insight regarding school board members’ prioritized thinking, a
foundation from which to consider school board members’ perceptions of behaviors that
have been associated with student achievement (Delagardelle, 2006; Hofman, 1995;
LaRocque & Coleman, 1993; Leithwood & Azah, 2017; Rice et al., 2001; Togneri &
Anderson, 2003).
Board members’ concerns. Responding to the demand for increased nationwide
standards and accountability outlined by the A Nation at Risk report (USDOE, 1983), the
Institute for Educational Leadership (Carol et al., 1986) conducted case studies in nine
major metropolitan areas in the United States to (a) interpret issues faced by the local
school board and challenges in developing operating structures, (b) explore the
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superintendent-school board relationship, and (c) analyze board members’ and citizens’
satisfactions and dissatisfaction with board service and practice. Carol et al. (1986) urged
school boards to carefully examine their weaknesses if they wished to exercise “effective,
positive leadership during this unique time of opportunity” (p. ii), and further described
the role of the local school board as “pivotal to the success of school improvement
efforts” (p. i).
Sample. Highlighting an alarming lack of evidence about the work of school
boards and superintendents at the time, Carol et al. (1986) conducted the nine case studies
to better understand the relationships, roles, functions, and operating structures of school
boards and their members, including superintendents. The nine geographically and
demographically diverse metropolitan areas selected were: Atlanta, Georgia; Columbus,
Ohio; Dallas-Fort Worth, Texas; Denver, Colorado; Hartford, Connecticut; Indianapolis,
Indiana; Pittsburg, Pennsylvania; San Francisco-Oakland, California; and Washington,
D.C. One large school system from each of the nine geographic areas and with an
enrollment of at least 10,000 students was selected for study. Carol et al. (1986) noted
that although districts of this size represented only 4% or 620 of the nation’s school
districts at the time, they enrolled 43% of the nation’s students. The sampling, therefore,
did not cover the entirety of the 15,350 school districts and 95,000 board members
nationwide, but researchers were convinced “important commonalities existed,
particularly in metropolitan areas” (Carol et al., 1986, p. 3).
Methods. Data were collected in two primary ways: interview and survey. Carol
et al. (1986) used “qualitative, participatory methods…structured to allow cross-site
comparison while capturing the uniqueness and dynamics of individual districts” (p. 3) to
interview a cross-section of past and present school board members and superintendents
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in each of the nine communities and explore the importance of policy roles, functions,
and structures. Others influential in the district and local community, including civic and
business leaders, parents, and students, were also interviewed. The interview findings
resulted in a list of fifteen effective board indicators used to help develop the modern
study of effective school boards, a focus that runs parallel to the current study, but
exceeds the scope at this time. Survey questionnaires were also mailed to 450 school
board chairpersons in the nine selected metropolitan areas, and to an additional 50 school
board chairpersons from small rural districts in three additional states, namely Idaho,
Iowa, and Wyoming. Among other demographic and role information collected in the
Institute for Educational Leadership (IEL) survey (Carol et al., 1986), board member
respondents were asked to report on two topics which pertain to the current study: board
member concerns and importance of policy roles.
Specific survey development steps, research questions, and measures of reliability
were not included by Carol et al. (1986), except for mention that researchers conducted a
review of literature pertinent to school district governance and that results were
“remarkably consistent” (p. 6) to those obtained from a then-recent American School
Board Journal study (Alvey, Underwood, & Fortune, 1986) that used a random sample of
4,095 school board members in February 1985. Carol et al. (1986) suggested the sample
of 500 board chairpersons in the IEL study represented 1,350 board members, or the total
number of board members from the nine geographic areas plus the total number of board
members from the small rural districts in the three additional states. The survey response
rate was reportedly 43% which included 216 responses (Carol et al., 1986, p. 6);
however, closer inspection of the findings placed this number closer to 40% and 197 or
198 responses.
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Findings. Without a complete copy of the IEL survey used by Carol et al. (1986),
it is challenging to understand the context of some key findings presented in a
compartmentalized manner to support the organizational structure of the report. However,
school board members’ identification of 19 items labeled “Board Members’ Concerns”
was found in a table with corresponding percentages. Carol et al. (1986) stated the table
was derived from the responses to this survey and reflected the major concerns of board
members. Lack of financial support was identified as the primary concern by 54.6% of
board members, followed by 33.7% who identified declining enrollment. The subsequent
four items were selected by 20% to 30% of school board members as primary concerns:
collective bargaining (29.3%), parents’ lack of interest (27.5%), management/leadership
(25.7%), and finding good teachers (20.3%). An additional 13 items were identified,
though each received less than 20% of school board members’ concern. Between 10%
and 20% of board members identified use of drugs and teachers’ lack of interest as
concerns. Between 5% and 10% of board members identified disrespect for
students/teachers, overcrowding, lack of discipline, poor curriculum/standards, pupils’
lack of interest/truancy, teacher relations, and state mandates as concerns. Lastly, less
than 5% of board members identified curriculum development, facilities,
integration/busing, and crime/vandalism as concerns.
Critical analysis. Although dated, the IEL study (Carol et al., 1986) created a
benchmark regarding school board member inquiry and continues to influence the study
of today’s school board members 30 years later making it appropriate for analysis in the
current study. However, missing information about the survey tool, its reliability, and the
response rate hindered the generalizability of Carol et al.’s (1986) study beyond the nine
metropolitan areas studied. Fowler (2009) cautioned that while there is no agreed upon
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minimum response rate standard for surveys, “failure to collect data from a high
percentage of those selected to be the in sample is a major potential source of survey
error” (p. 49). Vogt and Johnson (2011) observed, “low response rates are one of the
most frequent sources of bias in social science research” (p. 341) while Mangione (1995)
stated less than 50% response rate “not scientifically acceptable” (p. 61). Collectively,
these thresholds add consensus that the excellent, but rarely achieved survey response
rate is above 80% or 85%, the ideal survey response rate is between 70% and 80%, the
acceptable survey response rate is between 60% and 70%, and survey response rates
between 50% and 60% are subject to further scrutiny and in need of additional
information to contribute to the quality of the data and its ability to be representative of
the sample (Fink, 2014; Fowler, 2009; Gideon, 2012; Mangione, 1995). Furthermore,
caution should be exercised when accepting the response of one board member as
representative of the entire board. Should the entire board be the desired unit of study, the
researcher should establish a minimum number of acceptable responses from each board
that need to be collected in order to interpret responses across the entire board.
Despite the previously mentioned and questionable response rate, a clear concern
for financial support, along with personnel and governance issues, encompassed 20.3% to
54.6% of school board members’ responses from the nine metropolitan districts and 50
additional rural school board chairpersons. Survey findings from Carol et al. (1986) may
not be as widely generalizable as stated in the report, but when combined with the case
study findings not included in this analysis, the results at the time contributed to the
“need for a framework within which school boards and those concerned with their
governance function can access effectiveness and define areas of need for improved
leadership performance” (Carol et al., 1986, p. 51).
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Problems facing large school districts. Ornstein (1991) surveyed superintendents
(n = 89) and school board presidents (n = 88) from the 100 largest school districts in the
United States in 1990 to determine their perceptions of the major problems faced by
districts. In Ornstein’s (1991) study, the emphasis placed on problems faced by school
districts could have been interpreted by respondents as educational priorities and/or as
reasons that adversely affected the board’s ability to increase student achievement.
However, Ornstein (1991) did not explicitly pose the relationship to student achievement,
thus the study was analyzed here to offer insights related to school board members’
prioritization of educational issues or concerns, not reasons that adversely affected the
board’s ability to increase student achievement.
Sample. Demographic information indicated district size was divided into two
categories – plus or minus 75,000 students (n = 58 and n = 30, respectively); geographic
region was divided into four categories – Northeast (n = 14), South (n = 48), Midwest (n
= 13) and West (n = 14); metropolitan setting was divided into two categories – urban (n
= 47) and suburban (n = 41); and ethnic profile was divided into two categories –
predominantly white (n = 45) and predominantly minority (n = 43). Age, sex, and years
of experience were identified as independent variables for superintendents, the results of
which were not included in this analysis; however, sex and years of experience were also
identified as independent variables for school board presidents and were included. School
board presidents were also asked to indicate the sex and years of experience for their
fellow school board colleagues. The school board presidents’ sex, experiences, and
corresponding responses (n = 88) were then extrapolated to the remaining non-surveyed
board members (n = 591). This method increased the total number of school board
members represented (n = 679) but presents challenges to those specific findings based
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on the assumption that board members who did not directly participate in the survey
would have responded in the same manner as his/her school board president based on
similar sex or equivalent years of experience. The findings of the two school board
member variables, along with selected district demographic variables, are discussed
henceforth in relation to perceived problems faced by districts.
Methods. A 30-item survey was utilized and included six items in each of the
following five categories: (a) school finance, (b) school-community relations, (c)
curriculum and instruction, (d) personnel, and (e) student policy. From the list of 30
potential problems, respondents were asked to select the top five problems faced by their
respective school districts. Additional survey development procedures and measures of
reliability were not provided by Ornstein (1991) and therefore could not be analyzed.
Findings. Both school board presidents and superintendents surveyed were
overwhelmingly concerned with financial problems; however, in keeping with the
purpose of the current study, only the responses of school board presidents were analyzed
in detail. Ornstein (1991) detailed findings by school board member sex, experience, size,
region, metropolitan setting, and ethnic profile. Findings for each variable, as well as a
summary of findings, are discussed.
Using the adjusted school board member sample size (n = 679), Ornstein (1991)
found no major differences between predominantly male (n = 392) or female (n = 287)
responses. Experience, however, was a factor in identifying the major problems faced by
districts. School board presidents who represented a majority of board members with one
year or less experience (n = 120) expressed more concern than their experienced
counterparts in the broader areas of school finance and school personnel. Specifically,
33% identified deteriorating physical conditions as a top five major concern as compared
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to 28% of members with two to five years of experience (n = 248), 22% of members with
six to ten years of experience (n = 217), 21% of members with 11 to 15 years of
experience (n = 70), and 17% of members with 16 years or more experience (n = 24).
Twenty-four percent of school board members with one year or less experience also
identified hiring competent teachers and 18% identified lack of administrative leadership
as a top five problem as compared to their experienced counterparts who ranged between
8% and 21% and 4% and 11.5% on the same problems, respectively. Summarily, school
board presidents who represented school board members with one year or less experience
expressed more concern with the condition of the building and the quality of the teachers
and administrators as compared to their more experienced counterparts.
School board presidents who represented a majority of mostly senior board
members with 11 or more years of experience identified problems faced by their
respective districts that predominantly fell into the school finance category. For example,
67% of school board members with 11 to 15 years of experience and 39% of school
board members with 16 or more years identified repairs/infrastructure costs as a top five
problem, while all of their less experienced counterparts’ responses were in near
consensus between 30% and 31% with regard to the same problem. The experienced
board members also listed increased property taxes as a top five problem, as indicated by
54% of members with 11 to 15 years of experience and 37% of members with 16 or more
years experiences and compared to their less experienced counterparts who ranged from
24% to 32% with regard to the same problem. These findings suggest board members in
Ornstein’s (1991) study at both ends of the experience spectrum were concerned with
building related issues. Secondarily, those less experienced were additionally concerned
with the quality of the persons working inside of the buildings while those more
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experienced were additionally concerned with the financial implications of the building
related issues.
Differences in the school board presidents’ perceptions were also apparent based
on school district size. By Ornstein’s (1991) definition, small districts (n = 30) included
those identified as one of the largest 100 districts in the country, but with less than 75,000
students and large districts (n = 58) were identified as one of the largest 100 districts in
the county, and with more than 75,000 students. School board presidents in smaller
school districts were more concerned than board presidents in larger school districts with
increased property taxes (36% as compared to 13%) and deteriorating physical plant
(26% as compared to 6%) as two of the top five concerns. By comparison, school board
presidents in larger districts were more concerned than those in smaller districts with
hiring competent teachers (67% as compared to 14%), lack of student discipline (40% as
compared to 19%), and low academic standards (20% as compared to 10 %) as three of
the top five problems faced by districts.
Geographically, school board presidents were designated regionally as being from
the Northeast (n = 14), South (n = 48), Midwest (n = 13), and West (n = 14). Ornstein
(1991) found 62% of board presidents from the Northeast were concerned with
repairs/infrastructure as a top five problem as compared to board presidents in the South
(27%), Midwest (15%), or West (29%) and with deteriorating physical plant (54% as
compared to 15%, 31%, and 36%, respectively). Board presidents from the South and
Midwest were more concerned than their counterparts in the Northeast and West with
lack of parental involvement as a top five problem (40% and 38%, respectively, as
compared to 15% and 7%). More than twice as many board presidents from the South
were concerned with latchkey students as a top five problem (17%) as compared to board
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presidents from the Midwest (8%), Northeast (8%), and West (less than 1%). More
school board presidents from the South than other regions were also concerned with
student use of drugs/alcohol as a top five problem (44% as compared to 8% from the
Midwest, 31% from the Northeast, and 21% from the West). Summarily, board presidents
from the South were most concerned with student-family issues, whereas board
presidents from the Midwest were least concerned with student use of drugs/alcohol as a
top five problem. Overcrowded facilities were identified as a top five problem by more
board presidents in the South and West (71% and 44%, respectively) as compared to their
counterparts from the Northeast and Midwest (38% and 15%, respectively).
Ornstein (1991) also studied school board presidents’ responses in terms of
metropolitan setting (urban; suburban). Thirty percent of school board presidents from
predominantly urban school boards identified lack of student discipline as a top five
problem as compared to 22% of predominantly suburban school board presidents. For
school board presidents from urban districts, concern for lack of student discipline was
followed by concern for unclear school goals and objectives (19% as compared to 5% of
school board presidents from suburban districts) and low academic standards (17% as
compared to 10%, respectively). These three concerns collectively fell into Ornstein’s
(1991) student policy category. Conversely, more school board presidents from
predominantly suburban schools were concerned with overcrowded facilities than their
urban counterparts (56% as compared to 32%) and student use of drugs/alcohol (46% as
compared to 21%) as top five problems.
Ethnic profile, defined by Ornstein (1991) as predominantly white or
predominantly minority, was the final school board president variable analyzed in the
study. More board presidents from predominantly white districts were concerned with
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overcrowded facilities as a top five problem than their counterparts from predominantly
minority districts (53% as compared to 33%), student use of drugs/alcohol (40% as
compared to 26%), and asbestos removal (18% as compared to 7%). Conversely, more
board presidents from predominantly minority districts were concerned with unclear
school goals and objectives as a top problem faced by districts as compared to their
counterparts from predominantly white districts (21% as compared to 4%), followed by
low academic standards (19% as compared to 9%).
Summary of findings. Overall, school board presidents (n = 88) identified an
overwhelming concern with financial problems as indicated by 80.7% who selected lack
of financial resources as the most frequently mentioned top five problem. Overcrowded
facilities and student use of drugs/alcohol were, respectively, the second (43.2%) and
third (32.9%) most frequently mentioned top five problems across all school board
presidents surveyed. School board presidents indicated equal concern between parental
lack of involvement and cost of repairs/infrastructure as the fourth most frequently
mentioned problem. Both problems were identified by 30.7% of school board presidents
as a top five problem. Near the bottom of the list, low academic standards, by
comparison, shared a three-way tie with conflict over busing/integration and teacher
unionism for the tenth most frequently mentioned problem, each selected by only 13.6%
of school board members as a top five problem.
Coincidentally, the top three problems noted by school board presidents also
aligned in rank order and similar percentage of frequency as compared to
superintendents’ responses (n = 89) in the same study. Eighty-eight percent of
superintendents selected lack of financial resources as the top problem, followed by
48.3% who selected overcrowded facilities, and 30.3% who selected student use of
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drugs/alcohol. When considering school board presidents’ responses as compared to the
respective superintendents in the study, Ornstein (1991) found recurring themes in nine
out of the top 10 problems of the 100 largest school districts in the United States.
Combined concern was greatest for finances reflected by five financial-related problems,
while the other four non-financial problems included parents’ lack of involvement, hiring
competent teachers, low academic standards, and student use of drugs/alcohol.
Predicting school board members’ concerns. Webber (1995) conducted a study
that utilized a three-round delphi method to help educational stakeholders keep abreast of
educational trends, anticipate problems, and understand the belief structure of school
board members. The delphi method (Gordon, 2009; Gordon & Helmer, 1964; HelmerHirschberg, 1967) was designed to improve long-range forecasting by using multi-round,
trend-predicting questions given to experts.
Sample. Webber (1995) randomly selected a sample of 350 school board members
from the total members of a major association for school boards in a western province in
Canada who were contacted by mail. The study was based on an assumption that school
board members would be better equipped to work cooperatively with other educational
stakeholders, and vice versa, if they knew (a) the prioritized educational concerns that
school board members believed they would be addressing in the future, (b) the themes
among those priorities, and (c) the perceptions school board members held regarding
their future responsibilities.
Methods. The delphi method stipulates that a summary of the responses received
from each round of the questionnaire is fed back to respondents before they reply to each
successive round. This method intentionally allows participants to reevaluate their
responses in light of others’ responses throughout the process. Because of the multi-stage
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design of the delphi method, it requires anonymity where participants are known to the
researcher(s), but not by the other participants. According to Gordon (2009), one of the
method’s developers, the delphi method is a “controlled debate” (p. 4). Most studies that
have employed the delphi method have assembled panels of 15 to 35 experts, although it
has been applied to panels larger in size. Depending on panel size, Gordon (2009)
suggested researchers should expect an acceptance or participation rate between 35% and
75%.
In round one, the following sentence starter was sent to the sample of 350 school
board member to generate ideas consistent with the purpose of the delphi process: “When
I think about the major educational issues school board members will probably deal with
in the future, I am mainly concerned about…” (Webber, 1995, p. 5). Using the 102
participants’ anonymous responses (29% response rate), a 61-item questionnaire, the
School Board Member Predicted Concern Inventory (SBMPCI), was constructed.
Cronbach’s alpha was used to calculate the internal consistency of the 61-item inventory.
Based on 114 cases, α = 0.95 which exceeded the generally accepted alpha level of 0.7 –
0.8 (Field, 2009).
In round two, the SBMPCI was sent to all 350 school board members in the
original sample who were asked to indicate the importance of each item on a five-point
scale that ranged from “no importance” to “extremely important.” A challenge in using
the delphi process is not only achieving a desirable response rate in the initial round, but
also maintaining a high response rate in the subsequent rounds. Round two generated a
39% response rate, or 136 school board members, which Webber (1995) noted was
higher than the 25% response rate reached in a study of similar design with a large and
diverse group of subjects (Phi Delta Kappa, 1984). Webber’s (1995) round two response
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rate also fell within the delphi guidelines of 35% to 75% participation (Gordon, 2009;
Gordon & Helmer, 1964).
Demographic information was also collected through the SBMPCI in round two,
including age, gender, level of education, years of school board experience, and district
size. Webber (1995) reported that respondents ranged in age from 30 to 72 years with an
average age of 48 and less than half (44%) were women. Most respondents (69%) had
achieved a post-secondary education, while 18% had not completed grade 12, and 13%
had graduated from high school. The 136 participants represented a range of school board
experience such that 41% had served on a school board three or fewer years, 32% had
served up to six years, 12% had served as many as nine years, and the remaining 15%
had served 11 to 25 years. Most (88%) represented small to medium districts with
enrollment up to 6,500 students, while 8% represented large districts with 10,000 to
30,000 students, and 4% represented very large districts with 80,000 to 100,000 students.
Although this demographic information was initially collected, Webber (1995) did not
report the school board members’ predicted priorities according to each category of
demographic variables.
Findings. In round three, the researcher mailed the original sample of 350 school
board members a summary of the findings from rounds one and two. This was an
advertised strategy at the outset of the study to encourage participation in the earlier
rounds. The top ten predicted concerns listed by mean score, from highest to lowest, with
corresponding standard deviation were as follows:
•

decreasing government grants (M = 4.66, σ = 0.76);

•

local tax burden (M = 4.59, σ = 0.73);

•

student behavior (M = 4.41, σ = 0.68);
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•

student discipline (M = 4.39, σ = 0.73);

•

school violence (M = 4.32, σ = 0.72);

•

school board accountability (M = 4.29, σ = 0.84);

•

teacher evaluation (M = 4.29, σ = 0.81);

•

education of non-university bound students (M = 4.27, σ = 0.75);

•

financial equity among districts (M = 4.24, σ = 0.97);

•

parental support for schools (M = 4.23, σ = 0.86); and

•

job opportunities for graduates (M = 4.23, σ = 0.92) (Webber, 1995, p. 9).

Based on the round two questionnaire, school board member participants
predicted four top areas of future educational concerns across all 61 items in the
inventory, including (a) finance, (b) student behavior, (c) quality assurance, and (d)
employment preparation for students. In addition, nine sub-themes emerged from the
board members’ predicted concerns, including (a) educational governance, (b)
accountability to the public, (c) program delivery models, (d) societal change, (e) school
security, (f) the educational welfare of students, (g) educational finance, (h) teacher
development, and (i) curricular content.
Critical analysis. The delphi method is not without its weaknesses. Gordon and
Helmer (1964) acknowledged a list of potential objections to the method’s approach,
including the (a) inherently insufficient reliability, (b) tendency to produce self-fulfilling
or self-defeating prophesies, (c) sensitivity of results to ambiguity of questions, (d)
difficulty of assessing and utilizing the degree of expertise, and (e) impossibility of taking
into account the unexpected. Nonetheless, the method’s creators (Gordon, 2009; Gordon
& Helmer, 1964; Helmer-Hirschberg, 1967) suggested the potential merits of the delphi
method must be weighed against the alternative – limiting short-range forecasting. In the
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fifty years since the delphi method was created, it has been utilized in over 100 peerreviewed studies (Gordon, 2009). Because the number of respondents is usually small
when using the delphi method, Gordon (2009) noted that “delphis do not (and are not
intended to) produce statistically significant results” (p.4). Instead, the results represent
“the synthesis of opinion of the particular group, no more, no less” where “the value of
the delphi method rests with the ideas it generates, both those that evoke consensus and
those that do not” (Gordon, 2009, p. 4).
School board chairs: Perceptions of educational problems. Focusing on
perceptions of school board chairs and superintendents of elected and appointed school
boards in Virginia related to local governance issues, Feuerstein and Opfer (1998)
surveyed members of both role groups concerning five topics, including (a) perceptions
concerning school board members’ orientation towards their role as representatives, (b)
personal attitudes concerning the school board electoral process, (c) assessment of
interest group involvement in district decision making, (d) feelings concerning the
public’s support of school district policies, and (e) evaluation of the level of tension
between the superintendent and the school board. In so doing, respondents were
specifically asked to list the two most important educational problems faced by their
school districts, the findings of which are directly relatable to the current study.
Sample. Surveys were mailed to superintendents and school board chairs in each
of the 134 public school districts in Virginia, with a second copy of the survey sent to
non-respondents to improve the rate of return. The rate of return for both role groups was
47%, including 58% for superintendents and 35% for school board chairs, which
reflected 47 of the 134 school board chairs in the state of Virginia.
Methods. A questionnaire based on several of the school governance variables
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measured by Zeigler et al. (1974) was utilized to identify the perceptions of school board
chairs and superintendents from all appointed, elected, and mixed school boards in
Virginia. To consider the impact these perceptions may have on educational policy
formation, the School Governance Inventory consisted of 14 open-ended questions, 30
Likert-items, and several multiple-choice questions related to (a) general educational
problems, (b) controversial issues, (c) interest group involvement, and (d) tension
between the board and superintendent. Alpha levels were calculated for each of the five
perception-orientated scales to assess reliability and ranged from .56 to .72. The validity
of the instrument and five scales was verified by several of the researchers’ colleagues
from two universities in Virginia and Pennsylvania. Feuerstein and Opfer (1998)
emphasized that the instrument was “not designed to identify actual school board
practices, but rather the perceptions of school board chairs and superintendents as they
pertained to those practices” and such a purpose was “defensible to the extent that
perception motivates political behavior” (p. 379).
The quantitative data collected were used to examine the relationship that existed
between leadership role and perceptions of school governance issues as well as between
school board composition and leadership perception. The qualitative data collected were
used to help clarify group characteristics and causes of group differences. Two
techniques were used to analyze responses from the open-ended questions. Data were
first coded into themes using a data management system, then a memo technique was
applied to “tie together different pieces of data into conceptual clusters,” the combination
of which “allowed us to draw conclusions about the patterns of responses among all the
groups and rise above the actual data” (Feuerstein & Opfer, 1998, p. 381). Pearson’s chisquare and a one-way analysis of variance were also used to analyze differences between
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superintendents and school board chairs on their responses to the multiple-choice items
and composition of school boards, respectively, the findings of which are beyond the
scope of this study.
Findings. In keeping with the purpose of the current study, priority was given to
the findings related to school board chairs’ perceptions of educational problems. When
considered together, the top two most important educational problems faced by
superintendents and school board chairs were school funding (49%) and capital
improvements (36%). However, when examining the perceptions of school board chairs
in isolation from the perceptions of superintendents surveyed, the two most important
educational problems were reversed. Forty-five percent of school board chairpersons
identified capital improvement and 32% identified funding (Feuerstein & Opfer, 1998, p.
383) as the most important educational problems faced by respective school districts.
Several other issues were also identified by less than 10 percent of the respondents as
important educational problems, including special education, religious rights, poor public
opinion of education, level of parental involvement, discipline, testing and assessment,
curriculum, leadership, personnel policies, staff development, and educational quality.
Feuerstein and Opfer (1998) also noted differences in the perceptions of
superintendents and school board chairs based on the composition of the school board,
particularly qualitative differences from school leaders who represented appointed boards
as compared to perceptions of school leaders who represented elected or mixed school
boards. Despite the existence of some differences in perceptions of school leaders,
Feuerstein and Opfer (1998) suggested, “they are embedded within broader areas of
consensus” (p. 394). While not selected as a variable in the current study, school board
member composition by election, appointment, or some combination thereof is another
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independent variable worthy of consideration in future educational governance studies.
Critical analysis. As critiqued elsewhere (Hess & Meeks, 2010; Speer, 1998),
utilizing a forced-response method such as pre-determined lists of educational problems
may have encouraged respondents to “render a cognitive judgment (an opinion) about an
issue rather than their assessment of actual circumstances” (Feuerstein & Opfer, 1998, p.
394). In so doing, the perceptions of superintendents and school board members may
appear to be more similar whereas open-ended responses may have provided an
opportunity for respondents to include specific examples that better articulated potential
differences. Feuerstein and Opfer (1998) discussed some of the notable differences
between the perceptions of superintendents and school board chairs in appointed, elected,
and mixed school board communities, the outcomes of which are beyond the scope of the
current study; however, the implication remains the same: “perceptions can be more
important than reality” (Feuerstein & Opfer, 1998, p. 395).
Leading board member concerns. Hoping to illuminate the nature of school
boards and the challenges they face, Hess (2002) presented the selected findings from a
nationally representative sample of school board members in the United States surveyed
in the spring of 2001 in consultation with the National School Boards Association
(NSBA) and local school board authorities.
Sample and methods. Surveyed board members who share similar personal
characteristics or whose districts share similar demographic characteristics are often
studied together to identify if any relationships exist. District size, for example, is a
commonly studied characteristic used to distinguish between those conditions common to
all school boards and those that characterize boards operating in small, medium, and/or
large districts. As such, Hess (2002) identified three size categories based on student
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enrollment, including (a) large districts with 25,000 or more students, (b) medium
districts with 5,000 to 24,999 students, and (c) small districts with fewer than 5,000
students. Using these size categorizations, a stratified random sample of school districts
was constructed with large school districts being oversampled and small districts sampled
at a lower rate. This was done to ensure large districts would provide enough responses to
allow for meaningful analysis. Hess (2002) explained that although just 2% of the
nation’s 14,890 school districts enrolled more than 25,000 students, 11.9% of the
sampled districts reflected this characteristic. Likewise, while 85% of the nation’s school
districts enrolled fewer than 5,000 students, 51.9% of the sampled districts did.
For each sampled district, one board member was randomly selected, resulting in
2,000 school board members being contacted by mail and asked to complete the eightpage survey. The survey addressed a range of topics, including board policy, board
preparation, board composition, and board elections, though this analysis focuses on
findings related to school board members’ perceptions of local issues of most pressing
concern. Hess (2002) reported 827 respondents, though further scrutiny showed district
enrollment could not be verified for 16 districts that were consequently excluded, leaving
up to 811 viable respondents and a 41% participation rate.
Findings. When surveyed specifically about issues of local concern, the percent of
school board members’ responses marked “significant” or “moderate” were reported as a
composite percentage. 806 total responses were received for this particular survey
question comprised of school board members from 94 large districts, 313 medium
districts, and 399 large districts. Hess (2002) found school board members from districts
of all sizes indicated significant or moderate concern regarding the following top five
issues: (a) budget/funding (97.6%), (b) student achievement (97.2%), (c) special
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education (88.1%), (d) improving educational technology (87.5%), and (e) teacher quality
(86.8%).
When school board members’ perceptions of local concerns were considered in
light of district enrollment, there was slight variation from the overall findings. Although
funding and student achievement were the first and second overall priorities for all school
board members surveyed, school board members from small districts with fewer than
5,000 students indicated a reverse prioritization of these two items compared to their
medium and large district counterparts. More than 96% of respondents from small
districts indicated student achievement was the greatest concern while 96% indicated
budget/funding. Comparatively, 100% of school board members surveyed from large
districts with 25,000 or more students and 98.7% from medium districts with 5,000 to
24,999 students indicated budget/funding was the leading concern, while 98.9% from
large districts and 98% from medium districts indicated student achievement was the
second leading concern.
Special education was the third overall most significant or moderate concern for
districts of all sizes; however, 95.6% of school board members from large district
indicated teacher shortages was the third greatest concern, followed by special education
(93.3%), and teacher quality (91.2%) as the fourth and fifth respective significant or
moderate concerns. Responses from school board members who represented medium
districts mirrored the overall results, including special education (93.4%), improving
educational technology (90.7%), and teacher quality (88.2%) as the third, fourth, and fifth
respective issues of significant or moderate concern. Responses from school board
members who represented small districts were mostly similar to those of their mediumsized district counterparts, including improving educational technology (85.9%), special
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education (85.2%), and teacher quality (84.9%). In the top five most significant or
moderate concerns, only board members from large districts indicated teacher shortage
was a top five concern, which eliminated improving educational technology as a top five
concern for school board members from large districts (Hess, 2002).
Following the top five significant or moderate board member concerns, school
board members from districts of all sizes expressed significant or moderate concern for
six additional items, including (a) parental support/interest (79.8%), (b) regulation
(76.7%), (c) drug/alcohol use (75.4%), (d) discipline (73.7%), (e) teacher shortage
(73.2%), and (f) overcrowded schools (59.5%). While each concern was of generally
similar rank order and percentage of school board members who selected significant or
moderate concern across districts of all three sizes, a similar pattern was observed when
examined by district size: a greater percentage of school board members from large
districts than medium or small districts indicated each issue was of greater significant or
moderate concern, and a greater percentage of school board members from medium
districts indicated each issue was of greater significant or moderate concern than board
members from small districts did. In other words, the larger the student enrollment in a
district, the greater the percent of school board members perceived the same issue to be a
significant or moderate concern.
Furthermore, differences in teacher shortages and overcrowded schools were
apparent across districts of different sizes. As previously mentioned, teacher shortages
were of much greater concern to school board members from large districts (95.6%)
compared to medium-sized districts (76.9%) or small districts (65.3%). While
overcrowded schools ranked last across school board members from all sized districts, it
was of much lesser concern to school board members from small districts (46.3%)
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compared to medium (71.0%) or large-sized districts (76.9%). These findings make
reasonable sense: medium and large districts enroll more students than their small district
counterparts which require both more teachers and more space, and the lack of either one
may contribute to a perception of teacher shortages and/or overcrowded schools.
Critical analysis. Missing from Hess’ (2002) report was a thorough description of
the complete survey, reliability of items, and the scale(s) used. Although additional
demographic information, namely school board members’ race, gender, income,
professional background, level of education, age, size of school board, and term length
were collected and summarily reported by Hess (2002), leading board members’ concerns
were only provided in consideration of district size which limited further analysis of the
findings by other independent variables.
The differences of school board members’ perceptions from large school districts
regarding concerns aligned with other findings in the same study. As a result, Hess
(2002) concluded that large district boards were “fundamentally different than their
smaller, more plentiful counterparts” (p.3). In large districts, school boards were “relative
political bodies, with more costly campaigns, more attentive interest groups, more
politically oriented candidates, and more hotly contested elections” (Hess, 2002, p. 3).
Several other studies have highlighted the unique features and challenges of district size,
including the influence of community input on school board members and the impact on
student achievement (Driscoll, Halcoussis, & Svorny, 2003; Freidkin & Necochea, 1988;
Howley, 1996; Lomotey & Swanson, 1989; Melnick, Shibles, & Gable, 1987; Newman
& Brown, 1993).
Issues of urgency. Hess and Meeks (2010) reported the findings of a survey
conducted jointly by the NSBA, the Thomas B. Fordham Institute, the Iowa School
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Boards Foundation, and the Wallace Foundation administered in the fall of 2009. The
study encompassed a range of topics relevant to school boards, including (a) who serves
on school boards, (b) what board members think, (c) how school boards go about their
work, (d) how school boards are configured, (e) school board elections, and (f) the school
board-superintendent relationship. Two survey items reported by Hess and Meeks (2010)
paralleled questions similarly asked in the 2011-2012 administration of the school board
member perception survey, the results of which were the focal point of the current study.
Hess and Meeks’ (2010) findings related to issues of urgency are addressed in this section
while findings related to barriers to student learning are discussed in a subsequent section
alongside other relevant studies that examined perceived barriers to student achievement.
Sample. From a reported 13,924 school districts in the United States (Hess &
Meeks, 2010), the survey sample was drawn from the NSBA database of the school
boards and superintendents of 7,100 districts or 51% of all districts throughout the
country. The sample was stratified, including 100% of the board members and
superintendents from 118 urban districts belonging to the NSBA Council of Urban
Boards of Education, as well as board members and superintendents from a random
sample of 400 other districts with an enrollment of 1,000 students or more. Hess and
Meeks (2010) noted the reason for this sampling strategy was two-fold: to maximize the
number of students served by the boards and superintendents surveyed and to maximize
the accuracy of the contact data for those boards and superintendents in order to
maximize the survey return rate.
Methods. The research team verified all contact information from the database
using district websites and contacts with district administrative staff and state school
boards associations, then piloted the survey with 13 districts in North Carolina, Oregon,
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and Iowa and combined the results of the pilots for recommended changes. The survey
was sent to 3,805 school board members and 534 superintendents in 518 districts who
were provided an opportunity to complete a paper copy or web-based version of the
survey. Paper copies of the survey included only the questions appropriate to that
respondent’s role as superintendent or school board member, whereas the web-based
version included all questions, but was programmed to automatically skip to the
questions that corresponded to each respondent’s role. In the case of a transitioning
superintendent, Hess and Meeks (2010) reported that in some cases, both the outgoing
and incoming superintendents were surveyed. It is reasonable to conclude this
explanation accounts for the sample that included 518 districts, but 534 superintendents,
or more than one superintendent respondent in a limited number of districts.
The survey consisted of 90 total questions, 23 of which were directed to all
respondents, 26 of which were directed to all board members excluding the
superintendent, 12 of which were directed to the board president or chair only, and 28 of
which were directed to the superintendent only. For the identified question pertaining to
issues of urgency, a 5-item scale of urgency regarding each of eight potential issues
included the following available responses: extremely urgent, very urgent, moderately
urgent, somewhat urgent, and not at all urgent. Of those surveyed, 900 board members
and 120 superintendents from 418 different districts responded resulting in a 23.7%
response rate for board members and a 22.5% response rate for superintendents.
Findings. In keeping with the purpose of the current study, findings from the
school board members’ responses were the primary focus of this analysis; however, this
was complicated by Hess and Meeks’ (2010) decision to report responses such that
“some question responses were aggregated across board members to get a sense of how
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the board felt as a whole when the question warranted it” (p. 18). When responses from
the survey question, “How urgent are the following issues for your board and district
right now?” were analyzed, Hess and Meeks (2010) elected to aggregate the responses.
This resulted in responses from up to 416 boards comprised of responses from an
unknown number of the 900 individual school board members surveyed. Budget/funding
was deemed an extremely urgent issue by 66.8% of aggregate boards (n = 278) while an
additional 23.1% (n = 96) indicated it was very urgent, making it the most urgent issue of
416 aggregate boards when considering the combined responses for extremely urgent and
very urgent totaled 89.9%. Improving student learning across the board was selected by
39.7% of aggregate boards (n = 163) as an extremely urgent issue while an additional
39.4% (n = 162) indicated it was very urgent, making it the second most urgent issue of
414 aggregate boards at 79.1%.
Following the trend of academic urgency, 30.8% of aggregate boards (n = 127)
indicated closing the achievement gaps among subgroups was extremely urgent while an
additional 39% (n = 161) indicated it was very urgent, making it the third most urgent
issue of 413 aggregate boards at 69.8%. Personnel concerns, including quality of teaching
and quality of leadership, were the fourth and fifth most urgent issues of aggregate
boards, and garnered 64.5% and 55.7%, respectively, comprised of extremely urgent and
very urgent responses.
Critical analysis. One issue was observed with potential implications to
reliability. Although this particular survey question read, “How urgent are the following
issues for your board and district right now?”, the range of options from extremely urgent
to not urgent at all could have been interpreted by respondents as barriers if deemed
extremely urgent or very urgent. Because Hess and Meeks (2010) reported the findings of
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a separate survey item specifically related to barriers to student learning, the findings
pertaining to urgency of issues were examined separately from the findings pertaining to
barriers to student learning, though there were overlapping findings, namely that
funding/budget was perceived as both an issue of urgency and a barrier to student
achievement. It is unclear whether the survey items on urgent issues and barrier to
student learning in fact measured two separate constructs, as measures of internal
consistency were not provided for these scales or any other cluster of items to assess
reliability.
Two additional issues were observed with regard to size categorization which
hindered analysis. First, despite having collected enrollment data in each of five school
district size enrollment categories (1,000 – 2,499; 2,500 – 7,499; 7,500 – 14,999; 15,000
or more; enrollment not given), Hess and Meeks (2010) reported only the combined total
of responses received which effectively eliminated the ability to conduct further analysis
based on district size. The same method was also used to report the consolidated
responses related to barriers to student achievement detailed elsewhere.
Furthermore, Hess and Meeks (2010) stated they wished to “get a sense of how
the board felt as a whole” (p. 18). In light of the fact that school board authority stems
from each state’s legislature and is bestowed upon the collective school board and not
individual members (Danzberger et al., 1992; First & Walberg, 1992; NSBA, 2017),
school boards are often discussed as one entity. However, caution should be exercised to
avoid drawing conclusions from the survey responses of an individual board member as
if the individual or selected responses represent the entire board. If the school board is the
desired unit or level of analysis, further in-depth study and observation is necessary to
report the collective beliefs, attitudes, perceptions, or behaviors of an entire school board.
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Because the number of board member responses per board varied with only one response
received from 40% of the 418 districts and an unknown number of responses received per
board for the remaining 60% of districts, it seems methodologically inconsistent to “get a
sense of how the board felt as a whole” (Hess & Meeks, 2010, p. 18) if only one response
was intended to speak for the entire board in 40% of the participating districts. The most
accurate way to get a sense of how the board felt would be to survey the entire board, or
at least a majority of the members. Hess and Meeks (2010) did not specifically mention
how many, if any, of the 418 districts were represented by a majority or all of the board
members’ responses. A review of the complete survey results revealed nine of the
survey’s 75 items were analyzed in this aggregate board manner, including the targeted
question pertaining to school board members’ perceptions of urgent issues.
School board members’ perceptions of problems. Using data from the same
school board survey administered in the fall of 2009 as described in Hess and Meeks
(2010) in the preceding section, Blissett and Alsbury (2017) analyzed how school board
members’ conceptions of problems and solutions differed in accordance with their
personal identities and backgrounds, specifically across gender and racial identities. As
with Hess and Meeks (2010), one of the foci, issues of urgency, directly paralleled the
current study and is discussed henceforth.
Sample and methods. Blissett and Alsbury (2017) explored three sets of survey
items, including (a) how school board members ranked a set of six different goals of
education, (b) how urgent a variety of issues were for school board members, and (c) how
important school board members felt a variety of policy approaches or solutions were for
improving student learning. These foci were chosen to “operationalize people’s policy
preferences” (Blissett & Alsbury, 2017, p. 8) and to “understand the levers of education
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reform” (Blissett & Alsbury, 2017, p. 2) by examining the policy agendas of the selected
boards and from where they were derived.
Blissett and Alsbury (2017) estimated multivariate regression models to isolate
the influence of selected individual characteristics (gender; racial identity) and district
characteristics with regard to the three selected survey items. District level characteristics
were drawn from the National Center for Education Statistics’ Common Core of Data
(NCES CCD), including total population, total student enrollment, district urbanicity, the
percentage of children living in poverty, and the percentage of the population over 65
years old, Black, or Latino/a. The regression findings were notable, but beyond the scope
of the current study as the reported demographic variables differed from those selected in
the current study.
Concerning issues of urgency, school board members were asked to indicate how
urgent eight issues were for their local boards using one of five responses that ranged
from “not at all urgent” to “extremely urgent”, the overall distributions of which are most
applicable to the current study. The issues of urgency included (a) budget/funding; (b)
quality of teaching; (c) quality of leadership; (d) discipline or school safety; (e)
community engagement/parent involvement; (f) improving student learning across the
board; (g) closing the achievement gap among subgroups; and (h) improving nonacademic learning in areas such as the arts, service learning, or civic engagement.
Findings. From the 900 school board member respondents across 418 school
districts and all 50 states, Blissett and Alsbury (2017) reported that 86% of board
members indicated budget/funding was an extremely urgent or very urgent issue. This
figure is consistent with Hess and Meeks (2010) who reported 87% for school board
members’ sense of budget/funding urgency from the same data, the 1% difference likely
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due to rounding. Beyond budget/funding, improving student learning across the board
was selected as extremely urgent or very urgent by 74% of board members, followed by
closing the achievement gaps among subgroups (64%); quality of teaching (62%); quality
of leadership (56%); community engagement/parent involvement (52%); discipline or
school safety (39%); and improving non-academic learning in areas such as the arts,
service learning, or civic engagement (33%). Blissett and Alsbury (2017) noted that for
each issue, “at least a third of board members found the individual issue to be very or
extremely urgent” (p. 11).
Critical analysis. Although Blissett and Alsbury (2017) reported on the same
survey data as Hess and Meeks (2010), there was one distinct difference and at least two
similarities. Different from Hess and Meeks (2010), Blissett and Alsbury (2017)
presented findings at the school board member unit of analysis, the level at which the
data were collected. As critiqued earlier, Hess and Meeks (2010) reported school board
members’ responses in some survey questions at the school board unit of analysis. Hess
and Meeks (2010) did not report what measures, if any, were taken to ensure the majority
of board members’ responses were obtained before extending an individual board
member’s response to represent an entire board. This approach differed from Blissett and
Alsbury (2017) who reported individual school board members’ perceptions and
subsequently referred to school board members as individuals or individuals who were
associated with a particular demographic grouping, not the representative voice of an
entire school board.
Similar to Hess and Meeks (2010), the stratification of the NSBA database of
school boards in Blissett and Alsbury’s study (2017) included 118 districts from NSBA’s
Council of Urban Boards of Education as well as board members from a random sample
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of 400 non-urban districts throughout the United States with an enrollment of 1,000 or
more. This suggests that like Hess and Meeks (2010), Blissett and Alsbury’s (2017)
findings are more generalizable to larger, urban districts.
In addition, the 2009 school board member survey as reported by Hess and Meeks
(2010) and Blissett and Alsbury (2017) shared striking similarities with the 2012 school
board member perception survey utilized in the current study with permission (T. L.
Alsbury, personal communication, April 1, 2015). For example, the 2009 school board
member survey asked respondents, “How urgent are the following issues for your board
and district right now?” (Blissett & Alsbury, 2017, p. 26) with five answer choices
regarding each of eight issues described above. By comparison, the 2012 school board
member survey asked respondents, “Please indicate how important you think each of the
following issues are for the board to prioritize by marking the level of importance next to
each item.” This survey item provided three answer choices, including “very important,”
“important,” and “less important” concerning the following eight issues: (a) strategic
questions about how to organize public education (abolishing, merging, founding
schools, etc.); (b) cutting down expenditures; (c) ensuring sufficient resources for
schools; (d) city, state, or government takeover of schools (e.g., abolishing school board
governance or local control); (e) school board meetings focused on student learning; (f)
ensuring competent teachers; (g) ensuring competent school and district leadership; and
(h) regularly monitoring student learning. It is possible that some degree of comparison
could be made between the findings of the 2009 survey item regarding school board
members’ issues of urgency and the 2011-2012 survey item regarding school board
members’ prioritization of educational issues, the results of which are presented in
Chapter 4.
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Lastly, a question of time was raised. Blissett and Alsbury (2017) acknowledged
that the survey was administered and data were collected more than six years prior at the
time the article was authored. Likewise, the current study also analyzed data collected
from a survey administered approximately six years prior. Blissett and Alsbury (2017)
noted that despite the passing of time, the results were still relevant. They acknowledged
that while issues may have changed over time, as had the social landscape in regard to
identity, “the relationships between identities and perceptions have remained relatively
constant” and they did not expect the “fundamental ideologies of entire social groupings
to have shifted dramatically over this time period (Blisset & Alsbury, 2017, p. 11).
Critical analysis of school board members’ perceptions of district concerns,
problems, and urgent issues. A summary of findings from existing research of
school board members’ perceptions of the concerns, problems, and priorities faced by
districts provides potentially significant insight concerning school board members’
perceptions as identified in the current study. Six themes emerged from the selected
studies, including (a) finance/budget, (b) academic achievement and accountability, (c)
student discipline and behavior, (d) personnel, (e) facilities, and (f) the role of selected
demographics (Blissett & Alsbury, 2017; Carol et al., 1986; Feuerstein & Opfer, 1998;
Hess, 2002; Hess & Meeks, 2010; Ornstein, 1991; Webber, 1995). Each theme is
summarized henceforth.
Finance/budget. When considering the seven studies selected as most relevant to
school board members’ perceptions of educational concerns, problems, and priorities, all
seven acknowledged budget, funding, and/or financial leadership as the overwhelming
concern as evidenced by the following:
•

Carol et al. (1986) found financial support issues were “by far the most
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pressing concern of board members” (p. 4);
•

Ornstein (1991) described school board presidents as “overwhelmingly
concerned with financial problems” (p. 207);

•

participants in Webber’s (1995) study predicted a “strong emphasis on
educational finance”, a priority expected to be a “highly politicized decisionmaking area for school board members” (p. 12);

•

Feuerstein and Opfer (1998) found school board members and superintendents
collectively reported school funding was the most important educational
problem faced by their districts, while school board members alone found it to
be the second most important issue;

•

Hess (2002) found respondents universally reported questions of funding as a
“leading topic of concern” (p. 3);

•

aggregating board members’ responses into a singular board perspective, Hess
and Meeks (2010) found more than two-thirds of boards reported the budget
and funding situation in their district was “extremely urgent” (p. 13); and

•

Blissett and Alsbury (2017) found 86% of board members surveyed were
most concerned about funding and budget as a very or extremely urgent issue.

Academic achievement and accountability. Behind widespread concern for
funding/budget, four studies emphasized concern for academic achievement in subtly
different ways. Webber’s (1995) delphi study suggested quality assurance was a major
theme while the educational welfare of students was a sub-theme. Hess (2002) found
student achievement was the second most leading board member concern. Reporting
from the same data set, both Hess and Meeks (2010) and Blissett and Alsbury (2017)
found improving student learning and closing the achievement gap were the second and
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third most important issues to school board members.
Student discipline and behavior. Four studies highlighted concern in the area of
student discipline/behavior. School board members in Webber’s (1995) study indicated
student behavior, school discipline, and school violence were the respective third, fourth
and fifth most important issues of predicted concern. Ornstein (1991) found student use
of drugs/alcohol was the third problem overall identified by school board presidents,
albeit selected by less than half of those who selected lack of financial resources as the
primary problem (32.9% compared to 80.7%). Hess (2002) found more than 70% of
school board members surveyed from all-sized districts expressed significant or moderate
concern for student use of drugs/alcohol and discipline, and approximately 80% did so
from large- and medium-sized districts as compared to 70% from smaller districts. While
ranked seventh out of eight issues overall, Blissett and Alsbury (2017) found almost 40%
of school board members selected discipline or school safety as an extremely or very
urgent issue.
Personnel. Concern for teacher quality and/or leadership quality was also an issue
of concern in four studies. Ornstein (1991) found hiring competent teachers and lack of
administrative leadership were chosen as a top five concern by 24% and 18%,
respectively, of school board members with one year or less experience. Hess (2002)
found 86.8% of all school board members surveyed expressed significant or moderate
concern for teacher quality. Quality of teaching and quality of leadership were deemed
extremely urgent or very urgent by 64.5% and 55.7%, respectively, of aggregate boards
in Hess and Meeks’ (2010) report. These findings were again consistent with Blissett and
Alsbury (2017) who reported 62% indicated teacher quality and 56% indicated quality of
leadership were extremely or very important issues of urgency.
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Facilities. While concern for overcrowded schools ranked last in Hess’ (2002)
study behind ten other concerns, almost 60% of school board members from all-sized
districts still indicated significant or moderate concern for the issue, and even more so did
from large districts (76.9%). By comparison, Ornstein (1991) found overcrowded schools
to be the second most frequently mentioned problem overall, but less than half of school
board members surveyed (43.2%) indicated it was a top five problem. In other words,
Hess’ (2002) report indicated overcrowded schools were of greater concern to school
board members in the decade since Ornstein’s (1991) study; however, several additional
concerns now jockey for position behind concern for funding and student achievement.
This shift has caused overcrowded schools to drop in rank order yet remain a viable
concern to more than 50% of school board members surveyed (Hess, 2002). Similarly,
Feuerstein and Opfer (1998) found school board chairs in Virginia identified capital
improvements as the most important problem.
Demographics. School board members’ perceptions can be analyzed through a
variety of demographic lenses beyond those mentioned here. A pattern of missing
demographic analysis was observed across most studies in this section with some
exception. When demographic information was collected, analysis of the findings was
insufficient in light of the available independent variables that could have provided
additional information regarding the similarities or differences of school board members’
perceptions across multiple demographic variables. However, Feuerstein and Opfer
(1998) presented findings delineated by appointed board, elected board, and mixed board
status, while Ornstein (1991) presented findings across multiple demographic factors but
used an adjusted sample size in order to do so. Blissett and Alsbury (2017) presented the
most complete findings expressed by multiple individual and district level characteristics,
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though none shared similarities with the scope of the current study.
Perceived barriers in relation to student achievement. With recent and
increased accountability for school boards to play a more pronounced role in facilitating
improved student achievement (ESSA, 2015; NCLB, 2002), it is important to understand
school board members’ perceptions of the barriers that inhibit the achievement of this
goal. While the current study did not attempt to validate if board members’ perceptions of
reasons that impede the board’s ability to increase student achievement in fact do so, a
better understanding of such perceptions provides a foundation from which to compare
actual school board members’ behaviors that have been associated with increased student
achievement (Delagardelle, 2006; Hofman, 1995; IASB, 2000; LaRocque & Coleman,
1993; Leithwood & Azah, 2017; Rice et al., 2001; Togneri & Anderson, 2003).
Roadblocks to student achievement. Bracey and Resnick (1998) and Speer
(1998) each reported the findings from the 1997 administration of the NSBA survey.
Speer’s (1998) report was chosen for further study because of its alignment with the
purpose of the current study which examined school board members’ perceptions of
reasons that adversely affected student achievement. A similar question was asked in the
2012 administration of the school board member perception survey, the data of which
were the focal point of the current study and used with permission (T. L. Alsbury,
personal communication, April 1, 2015). The purpose of the 1997 NSBA survey, as
reported by Speer (1998), was to gauge local school district leaders’ perceptions about
student achievement, as well as to provide profiles of district activities aimed at
improving learning in the schools.
Sample. Speer (1998) reported the findings from the NSBA survey administered
in 1997 to assist in giving school boards the information they needed to make the best
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decisions about raising student achievement and the strategies they could use to govern
more effectively. The stratified random sample of 2,000 urban, suburban, and rural
school districts nationwide represented a range of student enrollments (36% with up to
1,000 students; 40% with 1,001 to 5,000 students; 15% with 5,001 to 20,000 students;
5% with 20,001 to 40,000 students; and 3% with over 40,000 students). A response rate
of 48%, or 955 superintendents, was obtained. Overall results reflected student
achievement initiatives that emphasized four related components, including vision,
environment, accountability, and advocacy.
Methods. Each district received two copies of the survey: one addressed to the
superintendent and one addressed to the school board president. Response rate details
were specific to superintendents who were instructed to complete the survey “in
consultation with the board president” (Speer, 1998, p. 27). It is presumed this instruction
generated a predominantly superintendent-driven survey with an unknown level of
influence from board presidents. Collectively, the survey examined fifteen factors that
were reported to have a negative impact on district efforts to raise student achievement.
Respondents were asked to evaluate each factor on a four-part scale indicating a great
problem, a moderate problem, a small problem, or not a problem. One survey item
explored perceived “roadblocks to student achievement” (Speer, 1998, p. 28), a close
match to an item identified in the current study, making the combined superintendentschool board president responses to this question relevant, albeit scrutinized.
Findings. When considering the top three perceived roadblocks to student
achievement as measured by combining responses to factors selected as a great or
moderate problem, lack of parental involvement was selected by 68% of respondents,
teacher resistance to change was selected by 67%, and lack of funds was selected by
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66%. The remaining five roadblocks reflected similar results when responses for great
problem and moderate problem were combined and included state regulations (58%),
lack of teacher accountability (56%), lack of information/comparable studies (56%),
federal regulations (54%), and negative perception of public education (54%). When
considering the top three perceived roadblocks to student achievement as selected solely
as posing the greatest problem, lack of funds was selected by 35% of respondents, lack of
parental involvement by 28%, and teacher resistance to change by 24%. In other words,
more respondents considered lack of funds to be a single greatest roadblock to student
achievement than lack of parental involvement or teacher resistance to change.
Barriers to student achievement. As described previously in relation to school
board members’ perceptions of district problems, concerns, and urgent issues, Hess and
Meeks (2010) reported the findings of a study conducted jointly by the NSBA, the
Thomas B. Fordham Institute, the Iowa School Boards Foundation, and the Wallace
Foundation administered in the fall of 2009. In addition to the findings of school board
members’ perceptions regarding urgency of issues reported previously, participants in the
study were also asked, “To what degree is each of the following a barrier to what you
would like to see the district do to improve student achievement?” (Hess & Meeks, 2010,
p. 48). This question is closely related to the current study in which school board
members in the 2012 administration of a school board member perception survey utilized
in the current study were asked, “To what degree does each of the following adversely
affect the school board’s ability to increase student achievement?” (T. L. Alsbury,
personal communication, April 1, 2015).
Methods. When analyzing responses to the survey item related to barriers to
student achievement, Hess and Meeks (2010) utilized individual, non-aggregated, school
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board members’ responses as opposed to aggregated boards’ responses previously
reported for perceptions of urgent issues. The individual, non-aggregated responses
included up to 881 school board members’ responses towards each of eight possible
barriers. A 5-item scale was used to describe each of eight potential barriers as a total
barrier, strong barrier, moderate barrier, minimal barrier, and not a barrier.
Findings. Similar to school board members’ perceptions of the concerns,
problems, and priorities faced by districts (Blissett & Alsbury, 2017; Carol et al., 1986;
Feuerstein & Opfer, 1998; Hess, 2002; Hess & Meeks, 2010; Ornstein, 1991; Webber,
1995), finance/funding was perceived as the greatest barrier to improving student
learning, selected by 30.2% of surveyed board members as a total barrier. An additional
44.3% indicated finance/funding was a strong barrier, making it the strongest perceived
barrier among school board members when considering the combined responses for total
barrier and strong barrier equaled 74.5%. Federal law was deemed a total barrier to
improving student learning by 12.8% of board members while an additional 42.1%
indicated it was a strong barrier, making federal law the second strongest perceived
barrier among school board members at 54.9%. State law and collective bargaining
agreements were the third and fourth greatest perceived barriers to student learning at
48% and 37.9%, respectively, when school board members’ responses from total barrier
and strong barrier were similarly considered together.
Critical analysis. Perhaps even more insightful than school board members’
perceptions of barriers to improving student achievement as reported by Hess and Meeks
(2010) were school board members’ perceptions of which issues were not considered
barriers to improving student achievement. To the degree that school board members
indicated finance/funding was a total or strong barrier (74.5%), lack of board support was
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perceived as an even stronger non-barrier when considering the combined responses of
not a barrier and minimal barrier totaled 76.3%. More than half (50.8%) indicated lack of
board support was not a barrier while an additional 25.5% indicated it was a minimal
barrier. Only 9.6% of school board members responded that lack of school board support
was a total or strong barrier to improving student achievement, making it the least
perceived barrier to improving student achievement. In addition, more than two-thirds of
school board members (70.9%) indicated community opposition was a minimal barrier to
student achievement, including 30.6% who selected not a barrier and 40.3% who selected
minimal barrier. School board members perceived two additional areas to be greater nonbarriers than barriers, including community apathy and district custom, tradition, and
bureaucracy. Community apathy, for example, was selected by 22.5% of school board
members as a total or strong barrier while more than twice that (49%) perceived it to be a
minimal or non-barrier. Similarly, 21.4% of school board members indicated district
custom, tradition, and bureaucracy was a total or strong barrier while more than twice
that many (53%) perceived it to be a minimal or non-barrier.
Critical analysis of barriers to student achievement. A comparative look at the
findings of barriers to student achievement from Speer (1998) and Hess and Meeks
(2010) revealed more than two-thirds of respondents from both studies believed funding
was the greatest barrier to student achievement. This finding is similarly one of the top
areas of concern reported by school board members (Blissett & Alsbury, 2017; Carol et
al., 1986; Feuerstein & Opfer, 1998; Hess, 2002; Hess & Meeks, 2010; Ornstein, 1991;
Webber, 1995), though not specifically as related to student achievement. Additional
barriers common to both Speer (1998) and Hess and Meeks (2010) varied and are
discussed, including state and federal regulations.
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Sample differences. It is important to note the differences in respondents when
comparing the findings related to perceived barriers between Speer (1998) and Hess and
Meeks (2010). Although loosely referred to as “districts” throughout Speer’s (1998)
report of the NSBA survey administered in 1997, superintendents were instructed to
complete the survey “in consultation with the board president” (p. 27), suggesting the
selection of funding as the primary barrier to student achievement in Speer’s (1998) study
was more likely a reflection of superintendents’ perceptions than of purely school board
members’, whereas Hess and Meeks’ (2010) report of the 2009 administration of the
National School Boards Association survey reflected perceptions of individual school
board members regarding barriers to student learning.
Because of the interdependent nature of the relationship between superintendents
and their respective school boards and especially the board chair/president, it is common
to study both role types together (Feuerstein & Opfer, 1998; Fusarelli, 2006; Goodman et
al., 1997; Goodman & Zimmerman, 2000; Mountford, 2004; Petersen & Fusarelli, 2002;
Petersen & Short, 2001; Tallerico, 1989). This does not suggest superintendents’
responses should be accepted on behalf of school board members’ perceptions. However,
the resemblance of the NSBA survey question as reported by Speer (1998) regarding
roadblocks to student achievement so closely resembled one of the questions posed by
the 2012 administration of the school board member perception survey utilized in the
current study, it was decided to include the Speer’s (1998) findings even though they
were not the isolated views of school board members, but the collaborative views of
superintendent and school board president teams.
Forced selection method. Like the current study, Speer (1998) and Hess and
Meeks (2010) reported the findings of data previously collected. The design of both
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Speer (1998) and Hess and Meeks’ (2010) studies such that respondents prioritized
predetermined roadblocks and barriers to student learning potentially inhibited the
inclusion of open-ended responses that may have generated additional factors beyond
those listed. This appears to be a reflection of the NSBA survey design. As a result, and
because of the predetermined barriers included in each survey, barriers or roadblocks
deemed significant or very important in one report were entirely missing from the other.
For example, in Speer’s (1998) report of the 1997 NSBA survey, 35% of respondents
indicated lack of funds was the greatest roadblock, while lack of parental involvement
and teacher resistance to change were the second and third greatest roadblocks, barriers
not even mentioned in Hess and Meeks’ (2010) report of the 2009 NSBA survey.
Funding as a priority and barrier. Because Hess and Meeks’ (2010) study was
analyzed in two separate sections to correspond with the respective organization of this
dissertation, it is worthwhile to briefly consider Hess and Meeks’ (2010) related findings
side by side. Funding/budget was selected as an extremely or very urgent issue faced by
boards/districts (89.9% of aggregate boards, n = 416), as well as the greatest total or
strong barrier to improving student achievement (74.5% of individual board members, n
= 881). This suggests funding may play a dominant role in school board members’
thinking as an overarching priority, as well as a fundamental reason that school board
members believe they are inhibited from affecting student achievement outcomes.
Non-barrier findings. The non-barrier findings from Hess and Meeks (2010)
highlight a challenge in self-reporting studies for participants to objectively critique the
degree to which they themselves or community members may be of help or hindrance to
improving student achievement. While Hess and Meeks’ (2010) purpose was not
intended to validate the accuracy of school board members’ claims, the results suggested
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more than 70% of school board members surveyed did not perceive themselves or
members of their local, respective communities to be part of the barriers to improving
student learning. More than 50% of school board members surveyed also did not indicate
that district traditions were barriers to improving student achievement. Should future
research be conducted using sound methods that empirically associate barriers and
student achievement with observable school board member behaviors, the future findings
may be difficult for school members to believe based on Hess and Meeks’ (2010)
findings that suggested 70% of school board members did not perceive themselves or
their community to be part of the barriers to improving student learning.
Educational governance priorities. Empirical studies of educational
governance, including districts, school boards, and school board members, remain
extremely limited (Kotthoff & Klerides, 2015; Stringfield & Land, 2002), and even less
so when investigating the relationship between effective board governance beliefs and
behaviors and student achievement using reliable methods (Delagardelle, 2006, 2008;
Hofman, 1995; IASB, 2000; Land, 2002; LaRocque & Coleman, 1993; Rice et al., 2001;
Togneri & Anderson, 2003). While the current study did not attempt to make correlations
between school board members’ perceptions and student achievement, the inclusion of
relevant empirical studies of board members’ beliefs concerning educational governance,
some in relation to student achievement, provides an opportunity against which to
contrast school board members’ perceptions of educational priorities and perceived
barriers as identified in the current study. For this reason, four studies (Carol et al., 1986;
Delagardelle, 2006; LaRocque & Coleman, 1993; Rice et al., 2001) were examined in the
following section for their relevance to the current study.
Policy role priorities. In addition to exploring issues faced by the local board as
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previously reported, Carol et al. (1986) asked board members to consider the three most
important areas among 12 major school board policy roles, an indication of school board
members’ perceptions of governance priorities. Six of the 12 policy role descriptions
from Carol et al. (1986) shared similarities with one or more of the eight available
descriptions from the 2012 administration of the school board member perception survey
utilized in the current study with permission (T. L. Alsbury, personal communication,
April 1, 2015). Specifically, one question from the 2012 survey selected for analysis in
the current study asked school board members to “indicate how important you [school
board member] think each of the following issues are for the board to prioritize by
marking the level of importance next to each item.” In other words, the IEL survey (Carol
et al., 1986) created a benchmark regarding school board member inquiry and continues
to influence the study of today’s school board members 30 years later.
Findings. Three policy roles among the 12 studied by Carol et al. (1986) emerged
as the most important to more than one-third of all school board chairpersons surveyed,
including (a) defining and advocating for students’ education and related needs (42%);
(b) providing leadership for financial support of the school system and allocation of
resources to support the district’s goals and objectives (40%); and (c) appraising
curriculum in terms of district’s needs, goals, and objectives (39%). Three additional
policy roles were selected as important by more than 20% of respondents, including (d)
setting standards and adopting policies for personnel selection, evaluation, and
professional development (31%); (e) continuous goal setting, policy development, and
appraisal for the system (30%); and (f) maintaining system and community focus on
student achievement and improving student achievement (23%) (Carol et al., 1986, pp.
20-21).
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Critical analysis. Although the number of responses for each policy role were
provided by Carol et al. (1986), a discrepancy in the total number of respondents to the
survey was revealed when contrasted against the reported response rate. For example,
Carol et al. (1986) reported 77 board members amounted to 39% of board members
having selected appraising curriculum in terms of district’s needs, goals, and objectives
as the most important policy role. This could only be true if the response rate was instead
just under 40% with 197 or 198 total respondents, not 216 and 43% as reported. Using
the reported 43% response rate with the 216 responses provided, calculation of the first
three policy roles should have totaled selection by 39%, 37%, and 36% of school board
chairpersons, respectively. Recalculating the percentages using the adjusted number of
total responses, together with the provided number of responses to the importance of each
policy role, reveals the top three policy roles were actually selected by approximately
42%, 40%, and 39% of school board chairpersons, and the fourth, fifth and sixth most
important policy roles were selected by 31%, 30%, and 23%, respectively. It is unclear
why a response rate of 43% (216 respondents) was reported by Carol et al. (1986) if
adjusted numbers (40% response rate; 198 respondents) were used when the findings
were ultimately calculated.
Productive district ethos and student achievement. As a part of a larger study on
school districts and student achievement in British Columbia conducted in the 1980s,
LaRocque and Coleman (1993) examined the role of the school board in the development
of a productive ethos in nine school districts that ranged in size from 400 pupils to over
50,000 pupils. Similar to many districts in the United States and other provinces in
Canada, public schools in British Columbia are organized into local school districts with
a chief educational officer or superintendent and a governing body or school board. The
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members of the school board were referred to as trustees and were elected in each of
British Columbia’s 75 school districts at the time the study was conducted.
LaRocque and Coleman (1993) described a productive district ethos as having a
“high degree of interest in and concern about six activity and attitude focuses” (p. 450).
Half of the six foci were task oriented, including learning focus, accountability focus, and
change focus, while the remaining three were affective in nature, including commitment
focus, caring focus, and community focus. Activities and tasks associated with each of
the six foci varied accordingly at the classroom, school, and district levels. LaRocque and
Coleman (1993) stated a productive ethos contributed to “two distinct purposes or goals
generally accepted by professionals: the academic success of students, and by extension
the effectiveness of professionals; and nurturance or care for students’ academic welfare,
and by extension the commitment of professionals” (p. 451). The six foci that comprised
a productive district ethos as defined by LaRocque and Coleman (1993) resembled
similar priorities, beliefs, and behaviors identified in other relevant school board member
studies (Blissett & Alsbury, 2017; Carol et al., 1986; Delagardelle, 2006; Feuerstein &
Opfer, 1998; Hess, 2002; Hess & Meeks, 2010; Hofman, 1995; IASB, 2000; Ornstein,
1991; Rice et al., 2001; Togneri & Anderson, 2003; Webber, 1995).
Preliminary data analysis. Scores from provincial exams given to all students
between 1981 and 1984 were compiled, including (a) sciences in grades 4, 8, and 12; (b)
reading in grades 4, 7, and 10; and (c) mathematics in grades 4, 8, and 12. A measure of
residual achievement was calculated by standardizing and aggregating the test scores,
then correlated using the percentage of families with some post-secondary education as a
predictor variable. LaRocque and Coleman (1993) cited Walberg and Majoribanks (1976)
who reported post-secondary education as the strongest available proxy for family
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environment. LaRocque and Coleman (1993) acknowledged the measure of residual
achievement was “a broad and probably somewhat overstated measure of district impact
on student test scores” (p. 459) but remained a practically useful approximation in
studying the relationship between district factors, family/community factors such as postsecondary education, and student achievement. In addition, cost data were taken from
school district budgets and converted to per-pupil costs. In a separate publication of a
related study, Coleman and LaRocque (1990) suggested a positive district ethos was
“more productive for both students and educators than higher spending levels” (p. 2).
Multiple stepwise regressions were used to examine the relationship between the
predictor variables (family/community education; cost) and their influence on student
achievement. Two districts were considered extreme outliers and removed from the
sample, one in terms of student achievement and the other in terms of family education
level. The remaining 73 districts in British Columbia were rank-ordered by residual
achievement and residual costs such that districts with a high residual achievement score
and a low residual cost were labeled high-performing and districts with a low residual
achievement score and a high residual cost were labeled low-performing.
Sample. From the 73 rank-ordered districts in British Columbia, LaRocque and
Coleman (1993) purposely selected ten districts that varied in four respects: residual
scores and costs, district size, and type of community. The sample was “neither random
nor representative”, but it included districts that were different in ways that were “often
considered important” (LaRocque & Coleman, 1993, p. 459). From the sample of ten,
LaRocque and Coleman’s (1993) study of school trustees was conducted in nine districts.
Five of the nine districts were designated high-performing; one district was designated
medium-performing; and the three remaining districts were designated low-performing.
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From the nine participating districts, the chair of the board plus one other trustee were
interviewed (n = 18). All the trustees interviewed except one had completed at least one
term in office, and most had completed three or more terms.
Methods. To examine the role of the school boards in the development of a
productive ethos, LaRocque and Coleman (1993) utilized interviews as the major method
of data collection to (a) identify and assess major policy initiatives in each district, (b)
describe the leadership characteristics of the trustees from districts with successful policy
initiatives, (c) compare successful and unsuccessful trustees, and (d) relate trustee
leadership to district performance and district ethos.
Each interview consisted of 32 comparable and open-ended questions, lasted 90
minutes to 150 minutes, and was designed to elicit as complete and accurate descriptions
of district norms and practices as possible. Trustees’ responses concerning values/beliefs
were coded when a trustee expressed a statement concerning (a) a belief or value, (b) the
purpose of or rationale for an activity, or (c) expectations for the behavior of
professionals in the district. Initial coding of the interview transcripts resulted in the
emergence of major board policy initiatives within the last five years and three themes
that included (a) board knowledge of district programs and practices, (b) board values
and beliefs, and (c) board activities. Two research assistants with no knowledge of
district performance ratings or ethos descriptions then categorized each instance of
knowledge, values/beliefs, and practices into sub-themes and recorded global impressions
of each school board based solely on the trustee interview data.
Findings. Four school boards emerged as superior to the other five on the basis of
both the coding of all three themes and the global impressions. Specific findings related
to board values and beliefs were analyzed in relation to the current study that investigated
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school board members’ perceptions concerning the prioritization of educational issues
and perceptions of reasons that adversely affected the board’s ability to increase
achievement. The major policy initiatives were evaluated less on topical focus, but
instead as successful or unsuccessful based on trustees’ responses in meeting all three of
the following criteria: (a) widespread awareness of the initiative, (b) serious discussion of
the issues so as to promote shared working knowledge and professional norms, and (c)
changes in practice consistent with the initiatives. From the five districts originally
designated as high-performing, four of the same five were evaluated as having successful
major board initiatives.
While there were similarities in policy initiatives supplied by trustees’ responses
between the successful and unsuccessful boards, the policies did not have the same
impact on district practices. The main difference between the two groups of trustees
revealed successful boards (a) were considerably more knowledgeable about district
programs and practices, (b) had a clearer sense of what they wanted to accomplish based
on a set of firmly held values and beliefs, and (c) engaged in activities that provided them
with opportunities to articulate and discuss these values and beliefs with educators in the
district. The successful boards had a “much clearer vision” of what the district was like,
and “the links between their expressed values and beliefs and their actions were much
stronger” (LaRocque & Coleman, 1993, p. 468). The four unsuccessful boards shared the
values and beliefs of the successful boards, but their values and beliefs (a) were not as
clearly articulated, (b) did not serve as frequently as a basis for board initiatives, and (c)
did not inform many program and monitoring decisions. One board was found to be
neither successful nor unsuccessful, as interviews with its trustees revealed no
articulation of any major policy initiatives to evaluate.
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Three themes emerged from the trustees’ responses, including board knowledge
of district programs/practices, board values and beliefs, and board activities. Specifically,
trustees’ responses to the theme of having a clearer sense of what they wanted to
accomplish based on a set of firmly held values/beliefs is most relevant to the current
study which examined school board members’ perceptions regarding the prioritization of
educational issues.
When examining the trustees’ responses regarding values and beliefs, all trustees
expressed “a number of similar values and beliefs related to fiscal responsibility,
accountability for academic achievement in the district, and responsiveness to the
community” (LaRocque & Coleman, 1993, p. 466). In the area of finance, LaRocque and
Coleman (1993) reported, “nearly all the respondents talked about their sense of fiscal
responsibility…the trustees of the successful boards did not just feel accountable for
limiting expenditures, however; they also felt accountable to the public for wise
management of the budget” and “using the budget in ways which enhanced educational
goals” (p. 467).
In the area of accountability, the trustees’ sense of accountability was divided into
two components: maintenance of high academic standards and reporting on performance
to the public. Trustees from successful boards expressed a primary responsibility for “the
academic achievement of the students under their jurisdiction and the maintenance of
high standards in the core academic areas” (LaRocque & Coleman, 1993, p. 467). In the
area of responsiveness to the community, the trustees’ responses were expressed in
different ways, including that schools should (a) develop good communications with the
community, (b) involve the community more, (c) be sensitive to community concerns,
and (d) encourage community input. The values and beliefs collected during the
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interview process resembled the educational priorities, beliefs, and behaviors found in
other related studies (Blissett & Alsbury, 2017; Carol et al., 1986; Delagardelle, 2006;
Feuerstein & Opfer, 1998; Hess, 2002; Hess & Meeks, 2010; Hofman, 1995; Ornstein,
1991; Rice et al., 2001; Togneri & Anderson, 2003; Webber, 1995).
Critical analysis. LaRocque and Coleman (1993) concluded a productive ethos
was associated with higher than expected student achievement and lower than expected
costs over a five-year period. The more successful boards were (a) considerably more
knowledgeable about district programs and practices, (b) had a clearer sense of what they
wanted to accomplish based on a set of firmly held values and beliefs that emphasized
fiscal, academic, and community accountability, and (c) engaged in activities that
provided them with opportunities to articulate and discuss these values and beliefs with
educators in the district. However, findings were reported in terms of boards as opposed
to trustees. Bearing in mind that two trustees from each of the nine boards that consisted
of three, five, or seven persons were interviewed, caution should be exercised in applying
the findings to boards as the proper unit of analysis. Application of the findings at the
trustee unit of analysis seems more appropriate as measures were not reportedly taken to
ensure all trustees, or even a majority of trustees from each board, were interviewed to
substantiate the interpretation of trustees’ responses as the board’s collective response.
Iowa association of school boards: The lighthouse inquiry. Arguably the most
extensive study to date linking school board and superintendent team beliefs and
behaviors regarding governance with student achievement is the Lighthouse Inquiry
conducted by the Iowa Association of School Boards (IASB) in three phases over ten
years, which found school boards in high-achieving districts were significantly different
in their knowledge and beliefs than school boards in low-achieving districts (IASB, 2000;
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Rice et al., 2001).
Sample. Following definitions of school renewal capability offered by Rosenholtz
(1989) that identified schools and districts along a continuum of moving and stuck
indicators, Lighthouse researchers (IASB, 2000; Rice et al., 2001) sought to study
districts that ranked either very high or very low on standardized achievement tests for
three academic years between 1995 and 1998. At the time of the study, IASB (2000)
reported that Iowa had “not built a reliable statewide database from which to identify
high-achieving and low-achieving districts” (p. 2); however, the Council for School
Improvement in the state of Georgia did maintain the necessary database where districts
could be selected based on a range of demographic and academic characteristics.
After obtaining permissions, the Lighthouse researchers selected six districts in
Georgia such that they were not only comparable to each other, but also comparable to
districts in Iowa in terms of enrollment, percent of students living in poverty, spending
per student, household income, and other factors. Three moving districts were chosen
where student achievement, or the percentage of students meeting the proficiency
standard as measured by statewide curriculum-based assessments in four subjects, was far
above the norm. The three selected moving districts were then paired with three stuck
districts where student achievement was far below the norm in the same assessments and
subject areas. Rice et al. (2001) described that none of the districts selected were large in
comparison to the districts in the Atlanta metropolitan area; none were even as large as
some of the districts found in the sprawling suburban areas; all were comprised of one or
two towns, farms, and tracts of timber; and each of the six had only one middle school.
Two of the three pairs were almost identical both in terms of the socio-economic clusters
used by the state of Georgia and information from the U.S. census. Although the third
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pair contained one district that was in a slightly higher socio-economic cluster as defined
by the state of Georgia, Rice et al. (2001) found that for all practical purposes, any of the
moving districts could have been matched with any of the stuck districts, all of which
reflected relatively low socio-economic populations.
Methods. Interviews were conducted with 159 board members, superintendents,
and district staff between 1999 and 2000 to identify links between what school boards did
and the achievement of students in schools. Using a framework influenced by literature
on organizational change, guidelines offered by the Institute for Educational Leadership
(Carol et al., 1986; Danzberger et al., 1992), and literature on school renewal and specific
conditions that generate initiatives for school improvement at the district and school
levels, Lighthouse researchers (IASB, 2000; Rice et al., 2001) designed the interviews to
explore the extent to which seven specific conditions for school renewal existed. Each
interview consisted of 25 questions and lasted approximately one hour. Subsequently, the
same researchers performed a content analysis on the interview findings to learn two
things: (a) whether the policymaking teams in each pair of districts differed in their
attempt to govern the district with particular reference to the development of the
conditions for productive change and if so, (b) whether those conditions were reflected in
the behavior of the school personnel.
At the time of the interview, the researchers did not have information about which
districts contained either the low-achieving or high-achieving schools. Six members of
the interview team analyzed the interview records, as did a consultant who had not been
to the sites and also did not have information about which districts contained the highand low-achieving schools. While the fact that seven people analyzed the interview
records was mentioned by Rice et al. (2001), no information could be found as to the
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consistency of their findings or how disagreements were resolved, if applicable.
The seven conditions for school renewal addressed in the interviews included (a)
emphasis on building a human organizational system, (b) ability to create and sustain
initiatives, (c) supportive workplace for staff, (d) staff development, (e) support for
school sites through data and information, (f) community involvement, and (g) integrated
leadership. For school board members and district administrators, the interviews probed
the extent to which the seven conditions existed and were understood by the interviewees.
Rice et al. (2001) explained that the seven conditions represented a position that the
school district was “responsible for the education of the children and optimism that such
responsibility can be translated into productive action” (p. 32). Consequently, when the
frame of active responsibility was present, there was “less concern that the characteristics
of the community were barriers to student learning” (Rice et al., 2001, p. 32).
In addition to the conditions for school renewal studied by Rice et al. (2001), the
achievement indicators included the percentage of students meeting the proficiency
standard on (a) the Georgie state curriculum-based assessments in four subject areas; (b)
the Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) that was administered to third, fifth, and eighth
grade students; and (c) the Georgia High School Graduation Test for high school
students. Standardized achievement test data ensured districts selected for participation
contained one or more schools that ranked either very high (moving districts) or very low
(stuck districts) for all three academic years between 1995 and 1998. Rice et al. (2001)
noted that analysis of the same standardized achievement test data from the subsequent
1998–1999 school year indicated that the schools in the selected districts maintained their
rank, whether high or low.
Findings. The Lighthouse Inquiry (IASB, 2000; Rice et al., 2001) researchers
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reported findings in two ways. First, findings for each of the three role groups (i.e.,
school board member; superintendent; or district leader including central office
administrators, principals, and teachers) were reported for each of the seven conditions
for school renewal. Second, the key findings from all three role groups in each of the
moving and stuck districts were described as a singular, district perspective. The scope of
analysis regarding the Lighthouse Inquiry (IASB, 2000; Rice et al., 2001) focused on the
interview responses and findings that helped illuminate school board members’ beliefs
and behaviors most consistent with those identified in the current study, namely school
board members’ perceptions of reasons that adversely affected the board’s ability to
increase student achievement and perceptions of educational priorities. While the
consolidated district findings that compared high- and low-achieving districts were highly
informative as to the relationship between beliefs, the creation of certain conditions, and
student achievement, they did not reflect the isolated views of school board members as
identified in the current study and were consequently excluded from further analysis.
Overall expectations between board members in moving and stuck districts
differed regarding the perceived ability of students to succeed and the length of time
required to see improvements in student achievement. Board members from moving
districts articulated high expectations for all students, expressed a focus on finding ways
to reach all children, and possessed knowledge about the learning conditions in the
schools as well as alternatives for improving education and addressing the needs of the
students. Board members from moving districts described specific goals and direction
related to improving reading, their role in initiatives that were underway, and an
expectation to see improvement quickly as a result of the initiatives. School board
members from moving districts mentioned receiving information from many sources on a
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routine basis and using it as the focus for discussion and decision making centered on
students’ needs. School board members in moving districts shared a series of beliefs that
poverty, lack of parental support, lack of parental interest and education, societal factors,
and/or lack of motivation were challenges to overcome, unlike board members from
stuck districts who believed these were reasons that kept students from learning.
In contrast, board members from stuck districts indicated students’ needs were too
varied to meet them all and expressed limited expectations for some students. They were
generally aware of the existence of district goals and written improvement plans but were
unable to describe them or how they were being implemented throughout the district.
Stuck school board members stated it “wasn’t their job to know about instruction” (Rice
et al., 2001, p. 11) and expressed anecdotal opinions about what was happening in
classrooms. Data on student achievement were received as a report to the board in stuck
districts, but rarely linked to decisions. Board members from struck districts reported
receiving most information from their respective superintendent, though not always
equally, and test scores were only discussed in general terms which created a heavy
reliance on the superintendent’s interpretation related to levels of student achievement.
Stuck school board districts did not discuss learning together beyond information that
was presented to them by the superintendent or other administrative staff. They did not
know or were vague about how teachers and administrators interacted with each other or
how teamwork was linked to goals and initiatives, but assumed this communication was
happening, although results from staff interviews indicated it was not. Rice et al. (2001)
indicated school board members from stuck districts identified few actions being taken to
improve parent/community involvement and expressed a belief that there was not much
they could do about the level of parent/community involvement. Board members from
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stuck districts also identified external pressures such as state mandates or not wanting to
have the lowest test scores as motivations for improvement efforts.
While board members from moving districts expressed a belief that changes could
happen with existing people, including students, staff, and community, board members
from stuck districts believed new staff members, more involved parents, higher income
families, or generally different students were needed to positively impact student
achievement. In addition, board members from stuck districts made frequent remarks
about staff development, both as an expense of time and as an ineffective strategy for
changing or improving practice, which implied a concern with the ability and/or
competence of personnel to benefit from staff development.
Critical analysis. A number of similarities between moving and stuck districts
were found, including (a) peaceable relationships between the superintendent and board;
(b) an overall satisfaction of each board with its respective superintendent; (c) some
confusion between the “site-based” policy and the role of district policymakers and
officials; (d) absence in identifying concern with the major categorical programs such as
Title I, special education, and/or bilingual education; and (e) the personal background of
board members and professional staff such that 75% to 80% grew up in the district, an
adjacent county, or a similar county within the region. Rice et al. (2001) concluded these
similarities appeared to indicate “the differences between the moving and stuck districts
were not products of the gross demographic features of the communities and the people
who operated the schools” (p. 39).
Multiple differences between the moving and stuck districts were found in each of
the seven school renewal conditions. High-achieving district respondents possessed
greater understanding of the seven conditions for productive change and expressed an
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elevating view of students, while low-achieving district respondents accepted student and
school system limitations. Furthermore, interviews with central office administrators,
principals, and teachers in moving districts confirmed the boards’ knowledge and beliefs
were having an impact related to the seven conditions for school renewal at the building
and classroom levels, including staff members’ identification of clear goals, how staff
development supported the goals, and how they were monitoring progress based on data
about student learning. However, interviews with persons holding the same positions in
stuck districts revealed the connections to building level goals and classroom learning
were not discernable such that “there was little evidence of a pervasive focus on school
renewal at any level when it was not present at the board level” (IASB, 2000, p. 5).
The Lighthouse Inquiry (IASB, 2000; Rice et al., 2001) serves as a beacon or
lighthouse upon which school board members, superintendents, and others can look to
confront school board members’ perceptions and beliefs as identified in the current study
to promote perceptions, beliefs, and behaviors associated with increasing student
achievement. Rice et al. (2001) concluded:
The understanding and beliefs of school boards in high-achieving [moving]
districts and the presence of seven conditions for productive changes were
markedly different from those of boards in low-achieving [stuck] districts…we
can’t say that the board caused high achievement or low achievement to happen.
Instead, the board’s understanding and beliefs and their efforts to ensure the
presence of specific conditions within the system appeared to be part of a districtwide culture focused on improvement in student learning. (p. 14)
Roles and responsibilities of local school board members in relation to student
achievement. Careful consideration was given regarding the placement of the dissertation
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of Delagardelle (2006) within the broader scope of the current study. Delagardelle (2006)
investigated school board members’ perceptions of their roles and responsibilities for
improving student learning and examined contextual factors and characteristics that may
influence those beliefs. The research posed two primary questions: (a) which governance
roles and responsibilities did board members believe were most important to positively
impact students’ learning, and (b) did some contextual factors and characteristics have
more influence on board members’ beliefs about their roles and responsibilities for
improving student learning than others? Unlike other educational governance studies
considered that identified potential relationships with student achievement (Hofman,
1995; LaRocque & Coleman, 1993; Leithwood & Azah, 2017; Rice et al., 2001; Togneri
& Anderson, 2003), Delagardelle’s (2006) dissertation was not initially designed to
associate the beliefs with student achievement, but instead to explore the beliefs
themselves. This makes Delagardelle’s (2006) study not only unique to the others
reviewed, but extremely relevant to the current study in the overlap of foci areas of
school board members’ perceptions, specifically as related to improving student learning,
and the relationship of certain contextual factors to those perceptions.
Sample. Delagardelle’s (2006) three-phase design incorporated a gradually
narrowed sample as the study progressed. In part one, a sample of 718 local and regional
board members and their top administrators in a Midwestern state was used to understand
the beliefs of school board members concerning the importance of certain board
behaviors for improving student achievement. Using a database from the Association of
School Boards in the Midwestern state, Delagardelle (2006) included a profile of all
2,075 public school board members in the Midwestern state at the time the study was
conducted and suggested a response rate of 20% would be expected. Despite a higher
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than expected participation rate of 25%, Delagardelle (2006) concluded, “It was not high
enough to generalize the results to the local population with a high level of confidence
without further comparisons” (p. 54). Therefore, measures of central tendency, the shape
of the distribution depicted by a histogram, and the variation among participant responses
were also analyzed for gender, age, experience, and representation by geographic
location. The similarities of the personal characteristics of the participants as compared to
the personal characteristics of the total population of board members and top
administrators allowed Delagardelle (2006) to conclude the information obtained was
“highly representative of all board members and their top administrators” (p. 57) and also
“reasonable to assume that the responses obtained on this survey might be similar to the
responses that could be expected if everyone in the population had responded” (p. 57).
In part two, the 718 participants from part one which included local and regional
board members and their top administrator participants were narrowed by role type to
include only the 510 local school board members’ responses. This was done to
investigate the variables that had the greatest influence on board members’ beliefs about
their roles and responsibilities for improving student learning.
The third and final phase further narrowed the sample from 510 participants to 11
participants. This included the majority of local school board members (n = 9) and two
superintendents from two districts in a particular region of the state discovered in part
two as having significant differences in the beliefs of board members that could not be
explained by the identified contextual variables. In addition to significant differences that
surfaced in the quantitative phase of the study, the two boards were chosen because they
had board members who had participated in the first study and had the largest number of
board members still on the board who were seated members when the survey was initially
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taken. District A was located in a community with a population of approximately 10,000
people and a student enrollment near 1,500. District B was located in a community with a
population of approximately 4,000 people and a student enrollment near 700. All of the
board members in District A were elected at-large as compared to board members in
District B who were elected by director districts with only the residents of each director
district able to vote for the candidates who represented that particular geographic area
(Delagardelle, 2006, p. 121).
Methods. A three-part, mixed methods design was utilized to study the beliefs of
local and regional school board members and top administrators about the importance of
specific governance behaviors related to improving student achievement, and the
contextual factors and characteristics that may influence those beliefs. The methods and
subsequent findings pertaining to perceptions of local school board members in
Delagardelle’s (2006) study are presented in accordance with the purpose of the current
study.
In part one, data were collected using an online statewide survey completed in the
fall of 2004 to examine participants’ perceptions about the importance of 14 specific
governance behaviors related to improving student achievement. The 14 specific
governance behaviors included:
•

discussing improvement in student learning;

•

ensuring time exists for staff to work together to improve student learning;

•

developing and expressing a belief that the staff can significantly affect
student learning;

•

establishing criteria to guide the staff in choosing initiatives to improve
student learning;
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•

evaluating the effectiveness of professional development for improving
student learning;

•

monitoring progress of student learning in relation to improvement goals;

•

influencing a community-wide belief that all students can and should be
expected to learn the basic skills necessary to succeed in their current grade
level;

•

mobilizing the community to support the goals for improving student learning;

•

ensuring there is strong leadership for improving instruction in ways that
result in improved student learning;

•

establishing and communicating a singular focus for improving student
learning;

•

adopting and monitoring long-range and annual improvement goals to
improve student learning;

•

adopting and monitoring plans for improving student learning;

•

adopting and monitoring procedures for regularly informing the community
about student learning progress; and

•

discussing/reviewing legal mandates and rules related to improving student
learning (Delagardelle, 2006, Appendix A).

Each respondent’s level of importance concerning each behavior was collected using a
five-part scale as follows: 4 = very important, 3 = important, 2 = unimportant, 1 = very
unimportant, and DK = don’t know.
Participant and district contextual information were also obtained from part one of
the survey. The eight categorical variables included (a) participant role, (b) gender, (c)
highest level of education, (d) whether or not participant currently had children or
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grandchildren in school, (e) age, (f) district name, (g) district size, and (h) region of the
state. Two continuous variables were also collected, including (a) number of years
participant had served on the board and (b) the amount of time the participant’s board
spent in meetings and/or work sessions each month. Responses to the two continuous
variables were measured on an interval scale and ratio scale, respectively. Lastly, an
open-ended question provided participants an opportunity to “provide more information
about the roles and responsibilities of local school board members in relation to
improving student achievement” (Delagardelle, 2006, p. 63). Open-ended responses were
read by two reviewers, coded, and categorized into themes. A second open-ended
question was provided but was related to the roles and responsibilities of regional and not
local board members, a focus beyond the scope of the current study.
To assess the validity of the instrument, a factor analysis was used to “determine
the extent to which the survey actually measured perceptions related to the specific board
behaviors and identify the number of factors that appeared to summarize relationships
among the items in each cluster of questions” (Delagardelle, 2006, p. 58). The items that
pertained to importance for regional boards loaded high on only one factor. This
accounted for two-thirds of the variance in responses on those items; however, the items
that pertained to (a) time spent on each governance behavior and (b) importance of each
governance behavior for local boards each loaded onto two factors. In both cases, the chisquare value of p < .001 led Delagardelle (2006) to conclude that additional factors were
needed to help explain the patterns of variation across items.
To ensure valid analysis of the survey results, Delagardelle (2006) added a second
factor to time spent and to importance for local boards. Time spent was reorganized to
include (a) time boards spent on behaviors related to internal district matters such as
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goals, leadership, and initiatives and (b) time boards spent on behaviors related to
external district matters such as community and legal mandates. Importance for local
boards was reorganized to include (a) importance of certain behaviors for local boards
related to adaptive/human support such as collaboration, feedback, beliefs, and
community support and (b) importance of certain behaviors for local boards related to
technical aspects of improving achievement such as focus, initiatives, professional
development, and mandates. The original cluster of importance of certain behaviors for
regional boards remained unchanged.
Cronbach’s alpha was calculated for all items in each cluster of questions to
assess reliability. In consideration of the original three clusters (time spent; importance
for local boards; importance for regional boards), the values for Cronbach’s alpha for
each item ranged from .871 to .964 which indicated a high level of internal consistency.
As a result of the validity measures, an additional factor was added to time spent and
importance for local boards. This resulted in Cronbach’s alpha values for items in the
new factors that ranged from .668 to .806 and .689 to .757, respectively. The overall
Cronbach’s alpha values with the inclusion of the two new factors ranged from .883 to
.966 and the survey was deemed reliable.
Various statistical procedures were employed to analyze differences between the
responses of 542 board members (local; regional) and 176 CEOs (top regional service
agency administrators; superintendents) according to role. However, in keeping with the
purpose of the current study, only the descriptive statistics of local school board
members’ perceptions concerning the most important board behaviors for improving
student learning from part one were included for further discussion, particularly the mean
score of each behavior. School board members’ perceptions concerning the most

109
important board behaviors for improving student learning may provide insight as to
school board members’ perceptions of educational priorities related to improving student
achievement and reasons that adversely affect the board’s ability to increase student
achievement as identified in the current study.
In part two, data from part one in combination with (a) school finance data, (b)
board member training and tenure data provided by the state school board association,
and (c) statewide student achievement data were “further analyzed to answer questions
related to the contextual factors and characteristics that may explain the difference in the
responses” (Delagardelle, 2006, p. 52). Descriptive statistics were performed on the data
collected from local school board members in part one to check for normal distribution
and appropriateness of further statistical analyses. Levene’s Test of Equality of Variance
was also used to indicate whether or not the variance of each dependent variable was the
same as the variance of all other dependent variables.
The dependent variables in part two included the ratings of importance board
members assigned to each of 14 governance behaviors related to improving student
learning collected in part one. Participant role was isolated as an independent variable in
part two to include responses from only the 510 local school board member participants.
The remaining nine independent variables included (a) number of years participant had
served on the board, (b) amount of time the participant’s board spent in meetings and/or
work sessions each month, (c) size of school district, (d) gender of participant, (e) highest
level of education of participant, (f) whether or not participant currently had children or
grandchildren in school, (g) age of participant, (h) local school district name, and (i)
region of the state. Box’s Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices (Box’s M) was also
used to test whether the covariance matrices for the dependent variables were
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significantly different.
Due to the number and type of dependent variables being analyzed, specific
characteristics of board members, and contextual variables, multivariate analysis of
variance and covariance (MANOVA; MANCOVA) were used to determine if statistically
significant differences existed in relation to specific variables and board members’
perceptions of the importance of board behaviors. SPSS was used to test for each main
effect and interaction of the variables. This included results from Pillai’s Trace,
“considered to be one of the most robust tests for differences between the dependent
variables due to the independent variables” (Delagardelle, 2006, p. 94).
Tests of between-subject effects were conducted to determine which responses to
items on the survey were significantly different in relation to the independent variables.
The estimated marginal means and standard errors were reviewed for each of the
dependent variables for each level of the independent variables in conducting pairwise
comparisons. Bonferroni and Tamhanes post hoc comparisons of each group with a
significant effect were calculated for each dependent variable. Post hoc pairwise
comparisons were also used to determine differences in items where significant
differences existed among the board members’ responses that could be attributed to a
particular independent variable. Analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to determine if
there were significant differences across the 12 regions of the state related to the
exploration of other variables thought to influence the beliefs of board members about
their role in relation to improving student learning. Economic factors, school board
member turnover/stability, and participation in school board member training were
suggested for consideration to help understand what variables may have influenced the
beliefs of board members about their role in relation to improving student learning.
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In the third and final phase, a qualitative study of two purposefully selected
school boards was utilized to “probe significant differences that surfaced in the
quantitative results” (Delagardelle, 2006, p. 49). Individual, semi-structured, 60-minute
interviews with the majority of board members (n = 9) and respective superintendents (n
= 2) from two districts in the same region of the state were conducted to examine the
significant differences in beliefs about the importance of specific board behaviors that
could not be explained by the identified contextual variables. The interviews were also
employed to help determine what may have influenced the significantly different beliefs
held by the respondents in that region of the state in relation to student achievement.
The interview questions reiterated the focus of the part one survey, including how
board members (a) described the role of the board for improving student learning, (b)
viewed the most important board behaviors related to improving student learning, (c)
came to hold their beliefs about board behaviors related to improving student learning, as
well as how board members’ (d) beliefs played out in their actions at the board table and
(e) impacted student learning (Delagardelle, 2006, p. 69). Each interview was audiotaped,
transcribed immediately, read multiple times by the researcher, and coded using a lineby-line process. Initial themes were compiled into a matrix organized around specific
areas. These areas had been defined based on data analysis from part two that identified
significant differences from participants in one region related to professional
development, focus, and connection to the community. The matrix was also used to aid in
making sense of the board members’ perceptions and factors that influenced the three
identified areas. Coded notes were subsequently re-categorized multiple times with a
focus on working themes, supported by color-coded quotes from the transcripts to
determine final themes and trends. Delagardelle (2006) reported, “Every effort was made
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to ensure the conclusions were legitimate, authentic, and represented the intent and point
of view of the respondents” (p. 70).
Findings. The findings of Delagardelle’s (2006) three-part, mixed methods study
are discussed in accordance with the purpose of the current study, which focused on
school board members’ perceptions of educational priorities and perceptions of reasons
that adversely affected their ability to increase student achievement. Part one findings
addressed survey results regarding the beliefs of local school board members about the
importance of specific governance behaviors related to improving student achievement.
Part two findings addressed the statistical results of specific contextual factors and
characteristics that may have influenced school board members’ beliefs obtained in part
one. Part three findings addressed interviews conducted in two districts after parts one
and two revealed significant differences in the beliefs of board members from a particular
region (region 10) that could not be otherwise explained.
For part one, Delagardelle (2006) used a variety of statistical procedures to
analyze the differences between the perceptions of participants according to role type as
local board members, regional board members, and chief executive officers (i.e., top
regional service agency administrators and superintendents combined) concerning roles
and responsibilities related to student achievement. While statistically significant
differences among the role types in each category of items were found (p < .05), the
analysis henceforth focused specifically on the local school board members’ findings
most related to the purposes of the current study.
When considering local school board members’ responses to the importance of
specific behaviors for local boards, Delagardelle (2006) included the mean scores for
each of 14 identified governance behaviors. Mean scores ranged from 3.16 to 3.72 on a
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one- to four-point scale where 1 was least important and 4 was most important. Thirteen
of the 14 items had the same median and mode, and mean scores were no more than 0.5
higher or lower than the median and mode. Delagardelle (2006) noted that while having
the same mean, median, and mode was an indication of a relatively normal distribution of
scores, the small range of response options could have misled the otherwise small
difference between mean, median, and mode. Instead, the small standard error of the
mean (< .04) for all items was a better reflection of the stability of the data. The standard
error of the mean ranged from 0.022 to 0.036 for each of the 14 governance behaviors.
The mean score, from highest to lowest, with corresponding standard error of the
mean for the top six board behaviors related to improving student learning as reported by
local school board members were as follows:
•

ensuring there is strong leadership for improving instruction in ways that
result in improved student learning (M = 3.72, SEx̄ = 0.022);

•

discussing improvement in student learning (M = 3.71, SEx̄ = 0.023);

•

developing and expressing a belief that the staff can significantly affect
student learning (M = 3.66, SEx̄ = 0.025);

•

adopting and monitoring long-range and annual improvement goals to
improve student learning (M = 3.61, SEx̄ = 0.025);

•

monitoring progress of student learning in relation to improving goals (M =
3.59, SEx̄ = 0.025); and

•

ensuring time exists for staff to work together to improve student learning (M
= 3.59, SEx̄ = 0.025) (Delagardelle, 2006, p. 93).

It is beyond the scope of the current study to analyze the complete findings of regional
school board members and CEOs comprised of local superintendents and top regional
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administrators; however, responses from all three role groups indicated shared agreement
with the top four most important governance behaviors for local boards related to
improving student learning. It is reasonable to suggest the perceptions of school board
members in the current study regarding reasons that adversely affected the ability to
increase student achievement would share limited similarities with school board
members’ beliefs related to improving student learning as found by Delagardelle (2006).
Put another way, the current study effectively examined the opposite of Delargardelle’s
(2006) study by investigating school board members’ perceptions regarding reasons that
adversely affected the board’s ability to increase student achievement as opposed to
board members’ perceptions of governance behaviors related to improving student
learning. Numerous similarities between both studies would suggest alarming
inconsistencies among school board members’ perceptions of reasons that help and
hinder student learning.
The mean score and corresponding standard error of the mean, from least to
greatest, for the six least important local school board behaviors related to improving
student learning as reported by local school board members were as follows:
•

establishing criteria to guide the staff in choosing initiatives to improve
student learning (M = 3.16, SEx̄ = 0.036);

•

adopting and monitoring procedures for regularly informing the community
about student learning progress (M = 3.29, SEx̄ = 0.031);

•

evaluating the effectiveness of professional development for improving
student learning (M = 3.31, SEx̄ = 0.032);

•

discussing/reviewing legal mandates and rules related to improving student
learning (M = 3.31, SEx̄ = 0.027);
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•

establishing and communicating a singular focus for improving student
learning (for example: a primary focus on improving reading comprehension)
(M = 3.32, SEx̄ = 0.032); and

•

mobilizing the community to support the goals for improving student learning
(M = 3.38, SEx̄ = 0.032) (Delagardelle, 2006, p. 93).

Once again, it is beyond the scope of the current study to analyze the complete findings
of regional school board members and CEOs comprised of local superintendents and top
regional administrators; however, the CEO/superintendent group indicated shared
agreement with local board members’ responses regarding two of the six least important
governance behaviors related to improving student learning. Both regional board
members and CEOs/superintendents indicated shared agreement with an additional two
of the six least important governance behaviors for local boards. In other words, there
was shared agreement with local school board members’ responses by one or both of the
other two role groups in at least four of the six least important governance behaviors
related to improving student achievement.
Responses to the optional open-ended question, “Is there anything else you would
like to tell us about the roles and responsibilities of local school board members in
relation to improving student achievement?” (Delagardelle, 2006, p. 168) were reviewed,
coded, and organized into themes collectively, though not according to role type. It was
not stated how many of the 718 participants provided an answer to the open-ended
question. From the responses reviewed, two themes emerged concerning the roles and
responsibilities of local board members in relation to improving student achievement,
including (a) student achievement is a key responsibility of local boards and (b) a need to
clearly distinguish between the roles and responsibilities of board members and district
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staff (Delagardelle, 2006, p. 89).
After determining normally distributed data of local school board members’
responses as described in part one, Delagardelle (2006) proceeded in part two to
determine which, if any, variables helped explain the differences in board members’
beliefs about their roles and responsibilities for improving student learning. The result of
the Box’s M value of 1086.321 was significant (p < .001), which indicated it was not
reasonable to assume equal variances among the subgroups, following Huberty and
Petoskey’s (2000) guidelines of p < .005. Tabachnick and Fidell (2013) have cautioned
Box’s M is highly sensitive and despite detecting differences between the variancecovariance matrices, the F values are not necessarily invalid, and researchers should
further interpret results of Pillai’s test. Delagardelle (2006) reported results of the
Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances were also significant (p < .05) for 12 of the
14 dependent variables, which indicated unequal variances among most of the dependent
variables; however, Table 4.15 referenced 10, not 12, of the 14 variables had p values
less than .05. The significance of the Levene’s test implied “the results of the multivariate
test should be interpreted with caution; however, the small F ratios (F = 1.04 – 4.48)
indicated it was reasonable to proceed” (Delagardelle, 2006, p. 94).
Results of the multivariate analysis of variance and covariance using Pillai’s
Trace indicated there were no significant differences (p > .05) in the school board
members’ responses that could be attributed to (a) number of years they had served on
the board, (b) time they spent each month in board meetings or work sessions, (c) size of
the district, and (d) level of education of the board member. Significant differences (p <
.05), however, could be attributed to an overall main effect for the following variables:
•

age, F(14, 358) = 1.787, p = .039; partial η2 = .065;
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•

region of the state where the board member lived, F(154, 4,048) = 1.538, p <
.001; partial η2 = .055;

•

gender, F(14, 358) = 2.274, p = .006; partial η2 = .082; and

•

whether or not the board member had children or grandchildren in school,
F(14, 358) = 1.902, p = .025; partial η2 = .069 (Delagardelle, 2006, p. 96).

Although the effect size or partial eta squared explained less than 10% of the variance by
each of the variables, the observed power was at least 91% for each of the four significant
variables, including 97.4% for gender and 100% for region. This suggested a high chance
that the differences actually existed. Delagardelle (2006) referred to the use of Pillai’s
Trace; however, no Pillai’s Trace values were found in corresponding tables or
appendices as would be expected in a one-way MANOVA with multivariate tests
reported in SPSS.
Between-subject tests were conducted to identify which responses to items on the
survey were significantly different (p < .05) in relation to the four independent variables
with a main effect (i.e., age, region, gender, and children/grandchildren in school). No
single governance behavior was common to all four main effect variables; however, one
governance behavior – monitoring progress of student learning in relation to
improvement goals – was common to both age and gender. A second governance
behavior – influencing a community-wide belief that all students can and should be
expected to learn and succeed – was common to both region and having
children/grandchildren in school (Delagardelle, 2006, p. 97). In addition, between one
and five governance behaviors had significant differences that could be attributed to a
single main effect as follows:
•

one governance behavior had significant differences that could be attributed to
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whether or not the board member had children or grandchildren in school;
•

two governance behaviors had significant differences that could be attributed
to age;

•

three governance behaviors had significant differences that could be attributed
to gender; and

•

five governance behaviors had significant differences that could be attributed
to region (Delagardelle, 2006, p. 97).

The four independent variables with a main effect (i.e., age, region, gender, and
children/grandchildren in school) differed from the predictor variables identified in the
current study – i.e., district size, district urban-centric locale, and district socio-economic
status; however, Delagardelle’s (2006) region variable offered the most promising
similarities to the current study. Although several factor-covariate interactions were also
significant (p < .05), the results offered limited insight to the current study.
For part three, further analysis of the between-subject results related to the region
variable indicated five survey items, each reflecting a board behavior, had significant
differences that could be attributed to region as follows:
•

evaluating the effectiveness of professional development for improving
student learning F(154, 4,048) = 3.474, p ≤ .001; partial η2 = .093);

•

influencing a community-wide belief that all students can and should be
expected to learn and succeed F(154, 4,048) = 5.681, p ≤ .001; partial η2 =
.144);

•

mobilizing the community to support the goals for improving student learning
F(154, 4,048) = 3.044, p = .001; partial η2 = .083);

•

establishing and communicating a singular focus for improved student
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learning F(154, 4,048) = 1.919, p = .036; partial η2 = .054); and
•

adopting and monitoring procedures for regularly informing the community
about student learning progress F(154, 4,048) = 2.174, p = .015; partial η2 =
.061) (Delagardelle, 2006, p. 97).

Delagardelle (2006) evaluated board members’ responses from all 12 regions
regarding each of the five significant items using pairwise comparisons. Board members’
responses from region 10 were found to be lower than board members’ responses from
seven other regions in four of the five survey items, and lower than board members’
responses from three regions in the fifth survey item which warranted further study.
To further analyze the regional differences, particularly those found in region 10
which were noticeably lower than other regions, Delagardelle (2006) conducted one-way
analysis of variance (ANOVA) tests to determine if significant differences across the 12
regions were related to additional variables not previously tested such as (a) board
stability, (b) board members’ participation in training, and/or (c) financial health of the
district. District financial health was calculated using each district’s solvency ratio,
unspent balance, and percent of students living in poverty determined by the number of
students participating in the free or reduced-price lunch. Descriptive statistics were used
to check for normal distribution of the new data as indicated by a similar mean, median,
and mode, as well as skewness and kurtosis values between ± 1.0. Percent of students
living in poverty and solvency ratio were found to have normal distribution while
Levene’s test for equal variance was used to check for homogeneity of variance among
the groups in unspent balance, participation in training, and board member
turnover/stability. Equal variance could not be assumed for unspent balance (p = .001),
but there was homogeneity of variance among the groups for participation in training, p =
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.343 and board member turnover, p = .638.
Results of the one-way ANOVA tests showed no significant differences across
regions for unspent balances, solvency ratios, or board member turnover. When equal
variances could not be assumed for unspent balance, Bonferroni and Tamhane post hoc
tests were conducted on the one-way ANOVA results for unspent balance between
regions, F(11, 353) = 1.826, p = .048. Neither post hoc test revealed any significant
differences among regions.
Significant differences were found between regions for students in poverty, F(11,
353) = 11.239, p < .001. It was reasonable for Delagardelle (2006) to initially think the
lower beliefs of school board members from region 10 may have been associated with a
lower socioeconomic status of students in the schools represented by board members
from region 10, but this was not supported by the analysis. The Scheffé post hoc tests
showed region nine had significantly more students in poverty than region 10 and four
other regions, which did not help explain why board members’ beliefs from region 10
reflected a lesser degree of importance about specific board behaviors related to
improving student achievement as elicited in the five survey items. Participation in
training also showed significant differences between the regions, F(11, 351) = 2.386, p =
.007. Bonferroni post hoc tests indicated region 10 was significantly lower than region
11, and region 11 was significantly higher than regions 10 and three with regard to
participation in training. LSD post hoc tests indicated region 10 was significantly lower
than four other regions and that region 11 was significantly higher than nine other
regions. Delagardelle (2006) suggested lesser participation in training might help explain
the lower level of beliefs of school board members from region 10.
Because of the differences in board members’ beliefs found in region 10,
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Delagardelle (2006) questioned if there might be significant differences in the
achievement of students in that region as well. Utilizing available scatter plot map results
of a spatial statistics study conducted by Haddad and Alsbury (2008) that suggested
similar student performance in Iowa in math and reading scores among school districts
located within close proximity to one another, Delagardelle (2006) constructed a new
map showing regional boundaries for each of the educational service agencies with the
school districts color-coded indicating the quadrant of high-achieving districts next to
other high-achieving districts (HH), low-achieving districts next to other low-achieving
districts (LL), high next to low (HL), and low next to high (LH). Delagardelle (2006)
explained, “The new map made it easy to calculate the concentration of high- and lowachieving districts in each region” (p. 118). Furthermore, region 10 had the highest
percentage (91%) of 8th-grade students with low performance on the mathematics subtests of the state basic skills assessment. Although Delagardelle (2006) did not intend to
examine student achievement data extensively, the availability of a related study by
Haddad and Alsbury (2008) offered additional insight concerning the possible
relationship between school board members’ low beliefs of specific governance
behaviors in region 10 and low achievement of students in the same region, namely in
eighth grade mathematics.
After quantitative results indicated “significant differences in the beliefs of board
members from this region that could not be explained” (Delagardelle, 2006, p. 120),
individual semi-structured interviews were conducted with the majority of board
members (n = 9) and respective superintendents (n = 2) from region 10. A matrix analysis
of the 300 pages of transcribed interviews identified eight initial themes that “exceeded
the depth of analysis that would be necessary for more specific interpretation or drawing
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and verifying conclusions” (Delagardelle, 2006, p. 123). Delagardelle (2006) instead
offered initial observations and three major themes related to how board members
perceived their role in improving achievement and what factors, beyond those already
analyzed, might be influencing the school board members’ beliefs in region 10, which
were comparatively lower than the beliefs of school board members from other regions,
as was student achievement lower than other regions.
When nine school board members in region 10 were asked about the role they
played in relation to student achievement, Delagardelle (2006) stated, “The most
frequently described role, mentioned to some degree by all but one of the board members,
was the need to hold staff accountable for performance and apply pressure for
improvement” (p. 124). School board members described the pressure for accountability
as applicable to teachers being held accountable by principals, as well as needing to
“push administrators out of their comfort zone” (Delagardelle, 2006, p. 124), and more
rigorous evaluation processes for superintendents. A second theme highlighted school
board members’ sense of feeling like a “watchdog” or “whistle-blower” in various ways,
including finance/budget, keeping the focus on students, and even confronting
inconsistencies. The third major theme, providing support to the district, was mentioned
by every board member in mostly positive ways such as, “providing staff with the tools
they need”; however, a negative example like “rubberstamping” was also mentioned as a
form of support, described as a “necessary evil to avoid micromanagement”
(Delagardelle, 2006, p. 125).
Two additional observations emerged from the region 10 interviews related to
school board members’ perceptions of their role related to student achievement.
Delagardelle (2006) noted that as board members responded to questions about what was
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most important for boards to do to improve student learning, “it became very obvious that
there was an expressed and shared lack of understanding of what their role should be in
this area” (p. 126). Board members expressed a desire and commitment to make a
positive difference for students but were frustrated by not knowing if their efforts were
making a difference. This lack of clarity about their role led board members to conclude
that a certain amount of educational expertise was necessary to be an effective board
member. Delagardelle (2006) suggested, “A feeling that board members need to have
expertise in education to function effectively in that role may be tied to a lack of
understanding of what that role should or could be” (p. 127).
In addition to role perceptions, Delagardelle (2006) explored reasons that may
have influenced board members’ beliefs in relation to student achievement. Five
governance items on the survey generated significantly different beliefs from board
members in region 10 than board members in other areas of the state in relation to
professional development, the importance of establishing a focus for improvement, and
the importance of establishing a connection to the community. Delagardelle (2006)
stated, “If board members did not mention any of these areas [during the interviews]
specific prompts were used to elicit beliefs and understandings about these areas” (p.
131). Interview findings pertaining to each of these three belief areas are discussed
briefly.
In terms of professional development, Delagardelle (2006) observed that board
members made very few specific comments, and the comments that were made
“expressed a wide range of feelings about the importance of professional development”
like, “I think professional development is huge” as compared to, “I think it’s probably
important but we just can’t shut down early all the time!”(p. 131). Neither of the two
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superintendents mentioned professional development in their interviews, either.
Delagardelle (2006) found, “No one talked about the importance of professional
development as a means of improving instructional practice in the classroom” and “None
of the board members described what was or should be happening during professional
development” (p. 131). In terms of focus for improvement, comments pertained to
improving the dropout rate, improving discipline, or non-specific goals related to
improving achievement such as, “I know we have improvement goals. I can’t tell you
exactly what number and what grades or anything, but I know we do” (Delagardelle,
2006, p. 132). While many board members talked about being data-driven, “very few
referenced data, talked about monitoring goals using data, or taking corrective action
when data indicated they were not making progress” (Delagardelle, 2006, p. 135). In
terms of community connection, Delagardelle (2006) found comments were framed in
two ways: externally and internally. In an external sense, comments were made about the
community’s responsibility for connecting with the school, where many board members
expressed frustration about a perceived lack of interest and/or involvement in education
or a general apathy from the community towards schools. In an internal sense, comments
were made about ways in which the school was trying to connect with the community
such as through surveys, improving communication with the community, and increasing
opportunities to be involved.
Summary of findings. The three-part, mixed methods design of Delagardelle’s
(2006) dissertation provided ample information from which to analyze. Mean scores of
school board members’ surveyed beliefs about which governance behaviors were
perceived to be most important to improve student learning suggested ensuring strong
leadership for improving instruction in ways that result in improved student learning was
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the most important role, followed by discussing improvement in student learning, and
developing and expressing a belief that the staff can significantly affect student learning.
Significant differences in school board members’ beliefs about some governance
behaviors may be due, in part, to contextual variables, including school board members’
age, region, gender, and/or whether or not the board member had children or
grandchildren in school.
Region was examined more closely when five survey items that described
governance behaviors associated with professional development, focus on improvement,
and community connection showed significant differences across the 12 regions in a
Midwestern state. In particular, the responses from board members in one region were
lower than board members’ responses from seven other regions in four of the five survey
items. Additional contextual variables, including board stability, board members’
participation in training, and financial health of the district, were examined to see if they
could help explain any of the differences between regions. Participation in training
showed significant differences between the regions, but Delagardelle (2006) did not
analyze this finding further. Interviews with nine school board members and two
superintendents from two districts located in the region with participants that held
significantly lower beliefs about the importance of governance behaviors were conducted
to understand what additional factors influenced their beliefs.
While board members and superintendents in region 10 expressed a desire to hold
staff accountable for performance, be a watchdog, and provide support, there was a
shared lack of clarity in how to fulfill those roles, with few or non-specific examples
cited. Using a related study from the same state that included recent student achievement
data (Haddad & Alsbury, 2008), Delagardelle (2006) noted there were high levels (91%)
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of low achievement in eighth grade math scores in the same region where school boards
members’ beliefs about specific governance behaviors related to improving student
learning were lowest.
Bearing in mind one of the purposes of the current study was to investigate school
board members’ perceptions of educational priorities, Delagardelle (2006) explored a
subtly different angle regarding school board members’ perceptions of the most
important roles related to improving achievement. Further study of the intersection of
these two areas could help explain if any relationship exists between school board
members’ role perception and school board members’ perception of educational
priorities, both as related to improving student learning. In other words, if a school board
member perceives his/her most important role is to be accountable for student
achievement, is student achievement likewise the school board member’s most important
educational priority in perception and in behavior?
Critical analysis of school board members’ educational governance priorities.
Four primary beliefs regarding school board members’ educational governance values
and priorities, some in high performing districts, emerged in the four studies reviewed in
this section (Carol et al., 1986; Delagardelle, 2006; LaRocque & Coleman, 1993; Rice et
al., 2001). These findings provide an opportunity to compare school board members’
beliefs in this regard with similar findings of school board members’ perceptions of
priorities and perceived barriers previously critiqued (Blissett & Alsbury, 2017; Carol et
al., 1986; Feuerstein & Opfer, 1998; Hess, 2002; Hess & Meeks, 2010; Ornstein, 1991;
Webber, 1995).
Focus on achievement. When considering the four studies selected as most
relevant to school board members’ beliefs of educational governance values and
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priorities, some in relation to high performing districts (Carol et al., 1986; Delagardelle,
2006; LaRocque & Coleman, 1993; Rice et al., 2001), all four reported a focus on
achievement as one of the most important educational governance priorities. For
example, Carol et al. (1986) found defining and advocating for students’ education and
related needs was the highest governance priority of school board members from the nine
metropolitan case study districts. Maintaining system and community focus on student
achievement and improving student achievement were also priorities, but less important
than defining and advocating for students’ education and related needs. LaRocque and
Coleman (1993) found successful boards expressed a sense of accountability such that the
“main responsibility was for the academic achievement of the students under their
jurisdiction and the maintenance of high standards in the core academic areas” (p. 467).
Likewise, Rice et al. (2001) found board members in moving or high-achieving districts
had “high expectations for all students” and “expressed their focus on finding ways to
reach all children” (p. 11). Board members in moving districts also:
Consistently expressed their belief that all children could learn and gave specific
examples of ways that learning had improved as a result of initiatives in the
district. Poverty, lack of parental involvement, and other factors were described as
challenges to be overcome, not excuses. Board members expected to see
improvements in student achievement quickly as a result of initiatives. (Rice et
al., 2001, p.7)
Delagardelle (2006) found board members believed one of the most important board
behaviors for improving student achievement was “discussing student learning in their
deliberation” (p. 142). In addition, Delagardelle (2006) found board members believed
“establishing and communicating a singular focus for improving student learning” was an
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important factor in improving student learning, though less so than “discussing
improvement in student learning” (p. 93).
Goal setting and monitoring. A second finding common to all four studies
examined in this section regarding school board members’ educational governance values
and priorities was goal setting and monitoring. For example, Carol et al. (1986) found
30% of board members indicated “continuous goal setting, policy development and
appraisal for the system” (p. 20) was one of the top five governance priorities. LaRocque
and Coleman (1993) found “successful boards were also knowledgeable about district
monitoring practices and district performance” (p. 469). Rice et al. (2001) found board
members in moving districts had the ability to create and sustain initiatives and were able
to describe (a) specific ways board actions and goals were communicated to staff, (b)
goal-setting exercises in which the board and superintendent learned together and solved
problems together, (c) structures that existed to support connections and communications
with the district, and (d) evidence of regularly learning together as a board and studying
an issue together before making a decision including receiving information equally from
various sources and using the data to refer to students’ needs (pp. 8-9). Similarly, of the
14 governance behaviors examined by Delagardelle (2006), school board members
indicated “adopting and monitoring long-range and annual goals to improve student
learning” and “monitoring the progress of student learning in relation to improving goals”
were respectively the fourth and fifth most important governance behaviors related to
student achievement, followed closely by “adopting and monitoring plans for improving
student learning,” which was reported to be the eighth overall most important governance
behavior related to student achievement (Delagardelle, 2006, p. 93).
Community engagement. In addition to a focus on achievement and goal setting
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and monitoring purported by all four studies (Carol et al., 1986; Delagardelle, 2006;
LaRocque & Coleman, 1993; Rice et al., 2001), responding to and/or engaging with the
community was noted in three studies. LaRocque and Coleman (1993) found “all board
members believed the district should be responsive to community concerns” (p. 467).
Board members indicated the engagement or responsiveness could be expressed in
different ways, including good communications with the community, involving the
community more, being sensitive to community concerns, encouraging community input,
and reporting performance to the public. Rice et al. (2001) found school board members
in moving districts “involved the community in decision making but, more important,
believed in them as a part of the larger team” (p. 42) and “board members identified how
they sought ways to connect with and listened to the community” (p. 10). Delagardelle
(2006) found two community-related governance behaviors believed by school board
members to be important in improving student learning, including “mobilizing the
community to support the goals for improving student learning” and “influencing a
community wide belief that all students can and should be expected to learn” (p. 93).
Importance of personnel and support for personnel. Three studies in this section
(Carol et al., 1986; Delagardelle; 2006; Rice et al., 2001) found personnel and/or the
development and support of personnel to be an important educational governance belief
held by school board members, some in high achieving districts. Carol et al. (1986) found
31% of school board members from nine metropolitan districts reported the importance
of setting standards and adopting policies for personnel selection, evaluation, and
professional development. School board members in moving districts studied in Rice et
al. (2001) held several beliefs related to the importance of personnel and/or support for
personnel, including (a) a high level of confidence in staff; (b) specific examples of how
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staff members were working to help students learn; (c) a belief that changes could happen
with existing people, including students, staff, and community; and (d) a belief in the
importance of staff development activities focused on student needs. Furthermore, Rice et
al. (2001) found school board members “wanted to help their personnel flourish in the
interest of students” (p. 41). Likewise, Delagardelle (2006) found school board members
believed in the importance of several staff-related governance behaviors necessary to
improve student learning, including (a) ensuring time existed for staff to work together to
improve student learning, (b) developing and expressing a belief that the staff can
significantly affect student learning, (c) establishing criteria to guide the staff in choosing
initiatives to improve student learning, and (d) evaluating the effectiveness of
professional development for improving student learning (p. 93). Ultimately,
Delagardelle (2006) found the most important governance behavior school board
members reported in relation to improving student learning was “ensuring there is strong
leadership for improving instruction in ways that result in improved student learning” (p.
93).
Critical analysis of educational governance priorities compared to educational
priorities, problems, areas of concern, and barriers to student learning. Analysis of the
findings across all three categories of school board members’ perceptions of priorities in
the preceding sections reveled similarities related to finances, academic achievement, and
personnel-related matters. A brief discussion of the comparative priorities is included
henceforth.
Fiscal responsibility. Despite an overwhelming concern for funding and budgetrelated issues as reported by school board members’ priorities, problems, areas of
concern, and barriers to student achievement (Blissett & Alsbury, 2017; Carol et al.,
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1986; Feuerstein & Opfer, 1998; Hess, 2002; Hess & Meeks, 2010; Ornstein, 1991;
Speer, 1998; Webber, 1995), only two studies examined in this section (Carol et al.,
1986; LaRocque & Coleman, 1993) reported school board members’ perceptions of
governance prioritization in the same area. Carol et al. (1986) found school board
members expressed the importance of “providing leadership for the financial support of
the school system and allocating of resources to support the district’s goals and
objectives” (pp. 20-21). LaRocque and Coleman (1993) found school board members
concerned with financial matters in relation to student achievement, where “nearly all the
respondents talked about their sense of fiscal responsibility…the trustees of the
successful boards did not just feel accountable for limiting expenditures, however; they
also felt accountable to the public for wise management of the budget” and “using the
budget in ways which enhance educational goals” (p. 467). Further study is needed to
understand the relationship between school board members’ overwhelming selection of
funding as a consistent priority and/or barrier to student achievement as compared to
school board members’ limited sense of responsibility and/or governance prioritization in
the same area.
Academic achievement and personnel. Beyond funding and budget-related
matters, other perceived areas of school board members’ prioritization or concerns
included academic achievement and accountability, student discipline/behavior,
personnel, and facilities (Blissett & Alsbury, 2017; Carol et al., 1986; Feuerstein &
Opfer, 1998; Hess, 2002; Hess & Meeks, 2010; Ornstein, 1991; Webber, 1995). By
comparison, school board members’ reported governance priorities, some in explicit
relation to student achievement, included focus on achievement, goal setting and
monitoring, community engagement, and personnel related matters. This suggests further
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study is needed concerning the overlapping areas of school board members’ perceived
priorities and school board members’ perceptions of governance behaviors, especially
those considered most important to both, which included a focus on achievement and
personnel-related matters in terms of selection and support.
Summary
Chapter Two provided a detailed description of the theoretical foundations and
empirical studies relevant to the current study. Two systems theories, systems analysis
framework (Easton, 1957, 1965a, 1965b) and decision-output theory (Kirst & Wirt, 2009;
Wirt & Kirst, 1992), were used to frame the current study to investigate if a significant
relationship existed between selected district demographic variables and school board
members’ perceptions, specifically regarding the prioritization of educational issues and
reasons that adversely affected the board’s ability to increase student achievement. In
addition, the theoretical constructs of perception, belief, and attitude formation (Ajzen,
1985; Armstrong, 1961, 1968; Bruner & Goodman, 1947; Edwards, 1954, 1961; Fishbein
& Ajzen, 1975; Senge, 1990; Smith, 2001) and geopolitical theory (Helfenbein & Taylor,
2009; Kjellén, 1899 as cited in Cohen, 2015; Lefebvre, 1991, 2005) were reviewed as
each had potential implications for school board members’ perceptions as related to the
demographic variables of district size, urban-centric locale, and socio-economic status. A
review of each theoretical construct was provided in order to support the rationale and
conclusions of the study.
Eleven studies were grouped into three sub-topics for empirical analysis germane
to the current study. Seven studies were analyzed in relation to the prioritization of
educational issues and collectively found school board members’ perceptions of
problems, concerns, and urgent issues centered on finance/budget, achievement and
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accountability, student discipline/behavior, facilities, and personnel matters (Blissett &
Alsbury, 2017; Carol et al., 1986; Feuerstein & Opfer, 1998; Hess, 2002; Hess & Meeks,
2010; Ornstein, 1991; Webber, 1995). Two studies were analyzed in relation to reasons
that adversely affected the board’s ability to increase student achievement and found
school board members’ perceptions of barriers to student achievement hinged on
finance/funding, state and federal regulations, and lack of parental involvement (Hess &
Meeks, 2010; Speer, 1998). To provide additional context for school board members’
priorities and barriers identified in the current study, four studies regarding school board
members’ perceptions of governance behaviors, some in relation to student achievement,
were analyzed and revealed prioritization of maintaining a focus on student achievement,
goal setting and monitoring, engagement with the community, and personnel and
professional development matters (Carol et al., 1986; Delagardelle, 2006; LaRocque &
Coleman, 1993; Rice et al., 2001). These focal areas were selected to contribute to the
existing knowledge and discourse concerning the perceived priorities, roles, and
effectiveness of the local school board, especially in relation to student achievement.
If the perceptions and beliefs of school board members are at all related to
behavior as has been suggested (Armstrong, 1961, 1968; Dijksterhuis & Bargh, 2001;
Edwards, 1954, 1961; Ferguson & Bargh, 2004; Ferris et al., 2002; Ferris & Treadway,
2012; Feuerstein & Opfer, 1998; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Senge, 1990; Smith, 2001;
Stone & Schaffner, 1988; Wirt & Kirst, 1992), a better understanding of what school
board members believe in these areas may help reveal congruence, or lack thereof,
towards behaviors associated with increasing student achievement (Delagardelle, 2006;
Hofman, 1995; Leithwood & Azah, 2017; Rice et al., 2001; Togneri & Anderson, 2003).
Delagardelle (2008) observed, “There is a growing body of research that the beliefs,
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decisions, and actions of school boards directly impact the conditions within schools that
enable district efforts to improve achievement to either succeed or fail” (p. 202).
Accountability to act is imposed by state and federal regulations, while internal
motivation drives some boards to lead. Goodman and Zimmerman (2000) offered this
hope for school board and district leadership: “Perhaps the most important task of every
board/superintendent team is to lead the community to face the problems and assault the
barriers that are blocking the potential of its children” (p. 13), while McAdams (2000)
described this reality: “If school systems improve, it will be because [school] boards
make them improve. No one else can” (p. 262).
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Chapter Three: Research Methods
The present study was intended to contribute knowledge of school board
members’ perceptions concerning the prioritization of educational issues and school
board members’ perceptions concerning reasons that adversely affected the board’s
ability to increase student achievement. Specifically, this study was designed to
investigate what relationship, if any, existed between school board members’ perceptions
in these two identified perceptions and three demographic predictor variables, including
(a) district enrollment size, (b) district urban-centric locale, and (c) district socioeconomic (SES) status as commonly calculated by the percentage of students eligible for
free or reduced-price lunch (FRPL) in the National School Lunch Program.
The two primary research questions, resulting hypotheses, research design, and
statistical analysis utilized in this study are detailed in this chapter. The research design is
described in the first section, including a description of (a) the school board member
perception survey administered during the 2011-2012 school year, (b) the predictor and
criterion variables selected for further study, and (c) the setting at the time of the survey.
The statistical analysis is described in the second section, including a description of (a)
the survey data verification procedures and (b) the correlational data analysis methods
based on school board members’ collected responses and the selected district
demographic variables. The information included in this chapter is intended to provide
the context necessary to examine the results described in Chapter Four.
Research Questions
Two overarching research questions were used to guide this study, both of which
were enhanced by three supplemental research questions, one for each of the selected
demographic variables.
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•

Are there statistically significant relationships between school board
members’ perceptions concerning the prioritization of key educational issues
and selected district demographics?
o Is there a statistically significant relationship between school board
members’ perceptions concerning the prioritization of key educational
issues and district enrollment size?
o Is there a statistically significant relationship between school board
members’ perceptions concerning the prioritization of key educational
issues and district urban-centric locale?
o Is there a statistically significant relationship between school board
members’ perceptions concerning the prioritization of key educational
issues and district socio-economic status?

•

Are there statistically significant relationships between school board
members’ perceptions concerning reasons that adversely affect the school
board’s ability to increase student achievement and selected district
demographics?
o Is there a statistically significant relationship between school board
members’ perceptions concerning reasons that adversely affect the school
board’s ability to increase student achievement and district enrollment
size?
o Is there a statistically significant relationship between school board
members’ perceptions concerning reasons that adversely affect the school
board’s ability to increase student achievement and district urban-centric
locale?
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o Is there a statistically significant relationship between school board
members’ perceptions concerning reasons that adversely affect the school
board’s ability to increase student achievement and district socioeconomic status?
Hypotheses of the Study
Investigation of the research questions necessitated the development of
corresponding hypotheses statements. A null and an alternative hypothesis statement
were constructed for each research question. This resulted in the creation of six null
hypotheses statements and six alternative hypotheses statements outlined below.
Hypothesis (null) 1. There is no statistically significant relationship between
school board members’ perceptions concerning the prioritization of key educational
issues and district enrollment size.
Hypothesis (alternative) 1. There is a statistically significant relationship
between school board members’ perceptions concerning the prioritization of key
educational issues and district enrollment size.
Hypothesis (null) 2. There is no statistically significant relationship between
school board members’ perceptions concerning the prioritization of key educational
issues and district urban-centric locale.
Hypothesis (alternative) 2. There is a statistically significant relationship
between school board members’ perceptions concerning the prioritization of key
educational issues and district urban-centric locale.
Hypothesis (null) 3. There is no statistically significant relationship between
school board members’ perceptions concerning the prioritization of key educational
issues and district socio-economic status.
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Hypothesis (alternative) 3. There is a statistically significant relationship
between school board members’ perceptions concerning the prioritization of key
educational issues and district socio-economic status.
Hypothesis (null) 4. There is no statistically significant relationship between
school board members’ perceptions concerning reasons that adversely affect the school
board’s ability to increase student achievement and district enrollment size.
Hypothesis (alternative) 4. There is statistically significant relationship between
school board members’ perceptions concerning reasons that adversely affect the school
board’s ability to increase student achievement and district enrollment size.
Hypothesis (null) 5. There is no statistically significant relationship between
school board members’ perceptions concerning reasons that adversely affect the school
board’s ability to increase student achievement and district urban-centric locale.
Hypothesis (alternative) 5. There is statistically significant relationship between
school board members’ perceptions concerning reasons that adversely affect the school
board’s ability to increase student achievement and district urban-centric locale.
Hypothesis (null) 6. There is no statistically significant relationship between
school board members’ perceptions concerning reasons that adversely affect the school
board’s ability to increase student achievement and district socio-economic status.
Hypothesis (alternative) 6. There is statistically significant relationship between
school board members’ perceptions concerning reasons that adversely affect the school
board’s ability to increase student achievement and district socio-economic status.
Research Design
An ex-post facto correlational research design was selected to investigate the
relationship between school board member perceptual data, obtained and used with
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permission (T. L. Alsbury, personal communication, April 1, 2015), and selected district
demographic data available from (a) the National Center for Education Statistics’
Common Core of Data (USDOE, IES, n.d.a), (b) individual states’ department of
education websites (USDOE, 2016c), (c) the 2011-2012 Schools and Staffing Survey
(USDOE, 2013), and (d) the 2013 Digest of Education Statistics (USDOE, 2015b). It is
important to reiterate the inclusion of one or more school board members’ responses from
hundreds of unique districts situated across the United States did not facilitate the
identification of individual school board members, only relevant district demographic
information.
School board member perception survey. The school board member perception
survey was created and administered independently of the current study by Alsbury and
Mountford of the UCEA Center for Research on the Superintendency & District
Governance, neither of whom were the authors of this dissertation. The data from the
survey were obtained and used in the current study with permission (T. L. Alsbury,
personal communication, April 1, 2015). The 46-item instrument was checked for content
validity and clarity using expert analysis and piloting (T. L. Alsbury, personal
communication, January 26, 2018), and consisted of school board member and district
demographic information, including board member age, sex, length of time served on the
school board, level of education, occupation, and political party affiliation. The
instrument also included 31 items that probed school board members’ perceptions of
various issues, such as motivations to be on the school board, the broader purposes of
education in America, time spent discussing various school district related issues, and the
influence of various stakeholder groups on the board’s decision-making. Perceptual data
related to the selected research questions in the current study were also included, namely
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school board members’ perceptions regarding the prioritization of key educational issues
and school board members’ perceptions concerning reasons that adversely affected the
board’s ability to increase student achievement.
Setting. Researchers Alsbury and Mountford contacted each state school board
association directly by electronic mail regarding participation in the survey. The survey
was subsequently distributed to school board members electronically through each of the
22 state school board associations that agreed to participate. The survey was administered
between October 2011 and September 2012. In addition, three reminders were sent to
maximize participation (T. L. Alsbury, personal communication, June 6, 2017).
Participants. Responses were received by Alsbury and Mountford from 912
school board members in the following 22 states: Alaska, Arkansas, Florida, Idaho,
Indiana, Iowa, Kentucky, Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, Montana, Nevada,
New York, Ohio, Oregon, Rhode Island, Texas, Utah, Vermont, Washington, and
Wyoming. For the 2011-2012 school year during which the survey was administered,
these states included an estimated 6,532 local, public school districts across the United
States (USDOE, 2013) whose respective school board members were invited to
participate in the survey through each state’s school board association.
Using the initial survey responses, ex-post facto data retrieval of district
demographic information was obtained and intended for use in two ways: (a) to validate
the matching of each respondent to a known NCES district profile, and in so doing, (b) to
retrieve relevant district demographic information, including district enrollment size,
district locale, and district socio-economic status. The supplied survey data, in
conjunction with the collected district demographic information, were obtained to enable
the further study of the research questions posed. It is important to reiterate the inclusion
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of one or more school board members’ responses from hundreds of unique districts
situated across the United States did not facilitate the identification of any individual
school board members, only relevant district demographic information.
For the purpose of this study, only the board members’ responses that could be
matched with certainty to a 2011-2012 NCES Common Core of Data district profile for
the purpose of obtaining accurate district demographic information necessary for
correlation were included for further study. Ultimately, the current study included 686
board members’ responses, matched to a corresponding 2011-2012 NCES district profile,
and situated across 581 unique districts and 21 states. Table 1 displays selected
characteristics of the 686 respondents.
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Table 1
Selected Characteristics of Respondents
Characteristic
School Board Role
President/Chair
Vice/Deputy Chair
Elected Member
Appointed Member
No Response
Years of Board Service
Less than 1
1–5
6–10
11–20
21–30
More than 30
No Response
Sex
Female
Male
No Response
Age
Under 30
30–49
50–69
70 and Over
No Response
Political Affiliation
Democrat
Republican
Independent
No Party Affiliation
Prefer Not to Respond
No Response
Highest Level of Education
Elementary (PK-8)
High School
Associate Degree
Undergraduate Degree
Graduate Degree (e.g., MBA, Specialist, Licensure, etc.)
Doctoral Degree
No Response
Note. Percent may not sum to 100 due to rounding.

Total (%)
168 (24.49)
120 (17.49)
375 (54.66)
19 (2.77)
4 (0.57)
58 (8.45)
286 (41.69)
184 (26.82)
125 (18.22)
28 (4.08)
5 (0.73)
0 (0.00)
312 (45.48)
364 (53.06)
10 (1.46)
4 (0.58)
220 (32.07)
416 (60.64)
41 (5.98)
5 (0.73)
204 (29.74)
241 (35.13)
63 (9.18)
95 (13.85)
74 (10.79)
9 (1.31)
2 (0.29)
115 (16.76)
72 (10.50)
217 (31.63)
218 (31.78)
57 (8.31)
5 (0.73)
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More than half the district-matched respondents identified as elected school board
members, while over 40% selected President/Chair or Vice/Deputy Chair and less than
3% selected appointed member. The survey design did not appear to allow respondents
who selected President/Chair or Vice/Deputy Chair to also select elected or appointed
member, suggesting either or both elected and appointed figures could in fact be greater.
School board member respondents ranged in age from 21 years old to 81 years old, with
an average age of 55 years, and 60% of respondents between the ages of 50 and 69.
School board members’ years of service ranged from less than one year to more than 30
years, with an average of approximately seven years of school board service, over 60% of
whom indicated having earned an undergraduate or graduate degree. There were slightly
more school board members who identified as Republicans (35%) than Democrats (30%).
Variables. Two criterion variables and three predictor variables were selected for
use in the current study. The first criterion variable was school board member perceptions
concerning the prioritization of key educational issues. The second criterion variable was
school board member perceptions concerning reasons that adversely affected the board’s
ability to increase student achievement. Both criterion variables were taken directly from
the school board member perception survey that was administered between October 2011
and September 2012, the findings of which were obtained and used with permission in
the current study (T. L. Alsbury, personal communication, April 1, 2015). The first
predictor variable was district enrollment size or the total student population of a regular,
public school district, including elementary and secondary schools, grades prekindergarten through 12th grade. The second predictor variable was district locale, a
geographic indicator framework used by the National Center for Education Statistics that
categorizes school districts based on proximity to an urbanized area into one of the
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following four areas: city, suburban, town, and rural. The third predictor variable was
district socio-economic status as commonly calculated by the percentage of students
eligible for free or reduced-price lunch in the National School Lunch Program.
Information for all three predictor variables was collected using the Common Core of
Data (USDOE, IES, n.d.a) for the 2011-2012 school year, the school year when the
survey was administered.
District enrollment. With regard to district enrollment as a measure of district
size, categorization of district enrollment size in studies of educational governance
revealed a range of possibilities, with no two seemingly alike. For example, Hess and
Meeks (2010) distinguished district enrollment size in the following categories: 0–2,499;
2,500–7,499; 7,500–14,999; and 15,000 or more, while Hess (2002) labeled small
districts as fewer than 5,000; medium districts with 5,000 to 24,999; and large districts
with 25,000 or more students. Publications from NCES, including the 2013 Digest of
Education Statistics (USDOE, 2015b), have reported district enrollment size categories of
1–299; 300–599; 600–999; 1,000–2,499; 2,500–4,999; 5,000–9,999; 10,000–24,999; and
25,000 or more, while the 2011-2012 Schools and Staffing Survey (USDOE, 2013)
quantified district enrollment size categories as less than 250; 250–999; 1,000–1,999;
2,000–4,999; 5,000–9,999; and 10,000 or more. And finally, Alsbury and Mountford,
authors of the school board member perception survey used in the current study, provided
14 enrollment size categories for respondents to choose from, including 500 or less; 501–
1,000; 1,001–2,500; 2,501–5,000; 5,001–10,000; 10,001–15,000; 15,001–20,000;
20,001–25,000; 25,001–30,000; 30,001–35,000; 35,001–40,000; 40,001–45,000; 45,001–
50,000; and greater than 50,000 (T. L. Alsbury, personal communication, April 1, 2015).
Despite these differences, district enrollment size proves to be a consistent
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demographic variable from which to study potential similarities and differences among
small, medium, and/or large districts and respective school board members.
Consequently, the following district enrollment size distinctions were utilized in this
study when categorizing each school board member respondent: (a) 0–4,999 students
(small districts); (b) 5,000–14,999 students (medium districts); and (c) 15,000 students or
more (large districts).
District locale. With regard to district urban-centric locale, it is important to note
the definitions of the school locale types used from 1986-2005 in the School and Staffing
Survey (SASS) conducted by NCES were revised in 2006 with input from the Census
Bureau and the Office of Management and Budget. This was done to diminish and
change the three previous metro-centric definitions that relied on population size and
county boundaries as compared to the four, new urban-centric definitions that reflect
proximity of an address to an urbanized area. This adjustment created a clearer distinction
between towns and rural areas (USDOE, IES, n.d.c). In keeping with this change, this
study similarly used NCES’ designated locales when categorizing each respondent’s
representative school district locale as (a) city, (b) suburban, (c) town, or (d) rural.
District socio-economic status. With regard to district socio-economic status, free
or reduced-price lunch (FRPL) eligibility is a frequently used proxy measure for the
concentration of low-income students within a school or district (USDOE, 2015a). NCES
has designated high poverty schools (low socio-economic status) as those where more
than 75.0% of the students are eligible for free or reduced-priced lunch. Conversely, low
poverty schools (high-socio economic status) are designated when 25.0% or less of the
students are eligible for free or reduced priced lunches. Mid-high poverty schools are
designated as those where 50.1% to 75.0% of the students are eligible for free or reduced-
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priced lunch, and mid-low poverty schools are those where 25.1% to 50.0% of the
students are eligible for free or reduced-priced lunch (USDOE, 2014).
However, the Schools and Staffing Survey administered by the U.S. Department
of Education (2013) adjusted these percentages when referring to the percentage of
students who are eligible for free or reduced-price lunches within an entire district as
opposed to a single school to reflect 0–34% (low poverty), 35%–49% (mid-low poverty),
50%–74% (mid-high poverty), and 75% or greater (high poverty). To be eligible for free
lunch, a student must be from a household with an income at or below 130 percent of the
federal poverty guideline, and to be eligible for reduced-price lunch, a student must be
from a household with an income between 130 percent and 185 percent of the federal
poverty guideline (U.S. Department of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Service, 2016).
Because this study examined selected demographic variables of each school board
member’s representative district and not individual schools, the percentage thresholds of
district poverty used in this study as measured by district-wide free or reduced-price
lunch eligibility were as follows: (a) 0–34% as low poverty and high socio-economic
status, (b) 35%–74% as medium poverty and medium socio-economic status (inclusive of
medium-low and medium-high), and (c) 75% or more as high poverty and low socioeconomic status.
Definitions of key terminology. A number of key terms are used throughout the
current study to describe the theoretical foundations and methodologies of the study. The
respective definitions of each are outlined below.
1. Decision-output theory – a heuristic theory developed by Wirt and Kirst (1992) that
explores the intersection of politics and education, particularly the resulting allocation
of resources and decisions to meet system demands.
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2. School board member perception(s) – a reflection of the balance between cognitive
and behavioral views of reality at a given point in time.
3. District enrollment – the total student population of a school district, including
elementary and secondary schools, grades pre-kindergarten through 12th grade.
4. District locale – a geographic indicator framework used by the National Center for
Education Statistics that categorizes school districts based on proximity to an
urbanized area into one of the following four areas: city, suburban, town, and rural.
5. District socio-economic status (SES) – the concentration of low-income students
within a district, commonly calculated by using the percentage of students eligible for
free or reduced-price lunch (FRPL) in the National School Lunch Program as a proxy
measure.
6. National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) – the primary federal entity, located
within the U.S. Department of Education and the Institute of Education Sciences,
responsible for collecting and analyzing data, and reporting on the condition of
American education and other nations.
7. Common Core of Data (CCD) – the U.S. Department of Education’s primary,
comprehensive, annual, and national database of all public elementary and secondary
schools and school districts in the United States.
Procedures. Three phases of ex-post facto data inquiry and analysis were
employed to appropriately address the research questions posed by the current study. The
first phase included the inspection and sorting of school board member perception survey
data collected independently of the current study by Alsbury and Mountford between
October 2011 and September 2012. The survey was sent to state school board
associations in 22 states, inclusive of 6,532 public school districts for dissemination to

148
school board members, from which the resulting 912 responses were obtained and used
with permission (T. L. Alsbury, personal communication, April 1, 2015). The raw Excel
data file was inspected and sorted subject to completion of the following items identified
for further study: (a) agreement to participate in the survey, (b) school board members’
perceptions regarding prioritization of key educational issues, and (c) school board
members’ perceptions concerning reasons that adversely affected the board’s ability to
increase student achievement.
The second phase entailed accurately matching each school board member
respondent to a 2011-2012 NCES Common Core of Data district profile for ex-post facto
retrieval of relevant demographic information, including district enrollment, district
locale, and district socio-economic status. Although respondents were asked to select
district enrollment based on provided ranges as well as a district locale type among other
district demographic variables, Spector (1994) cautioned against correlating self-reported
data to other self-reported data: “When self-reported variables are correlated with one
another, it is difficult to know if it is the trait or method components that are responsible
for the observed correlation” (p. 387). It is again important to stress the inclusion of one
or more school board members’ responses from hundreds of unique districts situated
across the United States did not facilitate the identification of individual school board
member respondents, only relevant district demographic information.
Multiple surveys and reports published by the United States Department of
Education’s National Center for Education Statistics assisted in providing key
demographic characteristics about the nation’s local, public school districts in 2011-2012
relevant to the current study. The Common Core of Data, for example, is a program of
NCES that “annually collects fiscal and non-fiscal data about all public schools, public
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school districts and state education agencies in the United States” (USDOE, NCES, n.d.a)
and documented 13,567 local public school districts in the 2011-2012 school year,
excluding regional service agencies, supervisory union administrative center, stateoperated agencies, federally operated agencies, and other types of local education
agencies such as independent charter schools. Pertinent information about each district is
available in a searchable database of tables and charts, the Elementary/Secondary
Information (ElSi) System Table Generator available from Common Core of Data
(USDOE, IES, n.d.b), as well as published annually in the NCES Digest of Education
Statistics. Specifically, the 2013 Digest contained demographic information for the 20112012 school year as identified in the current study (USDOE, 2015b). In addition, the
Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS) includes relevant district information and was
administered by NCES seven times between 1987 and 2011, including the 2011-2012
school year (USDOE, 2013).
Collectively, these sources were gleaned to match each response to a 2011-2012
NCES district profile in order to verify accurate district enrollment size and district locale
in accordance with the purpose of the current study. In addition, this allowed for the
inclusion of additional district demographic information from NCES, namely free or
reduced-price lunch eligibility, which was not obtained in the original survey. An
automated Excel lookup formula was used to compare each respondent-provided city and
respondent-provided enrollment range to the city, district, and enrollment data available
from the NCES ElSi Table Generator. Visual inspection occurred for each respondent not
automatically matched to a district profile due to inconsistencies in respondent-provided
information. Visually inspected responses were either matched and included in the
current study or excluded if a match to a 2011-2012 NCES district profile could not be
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made. NCES district demographic information was used exclusively once a district match
was made. These variables contributed to an enhanced description of the setting at the
time of the survey. Using school board member perception data matched to district
enrollment, district locale, and district socio-economic status, the third phase utilized chisquare tests of independence to determine if a significant relationship existed between the
identified categorical variables. The purpose and use of chi-square are explained further
in the subsequent statistical analysis section of this chapter.
Statistical Analysis
District demographic data were collected in the summer and fall of 2017 and
entered into SPSS version 25.0. As the current study was designed to determine what
relationship, if any, existed between the predictor and criterion variables, an analysis to
this end was utilized.
Instrumentation. The school board member perception survey, the data from
which the current study was based, was created and administered independently of the
current study by Alsbury and Mountford, neither of whom were the authors of this
dissertation (T. L. Alsbury, personal communication, April 1, 2015). The survey
consisted of 46 items, 15 of which addressed school board member and/or district
demographic information, including board member age, sex, length of time served on the
school board, level of education, occupation, and political party affiliation. The
instrument also included 31 items that addressed school board members’ perceptions of
various issues, such as motivations to be on the school board, the broader purposes of
education in America, time spent discussing various school district related issues, and the
influence of various stakeholder groups on the board’s decision-making. The instrument
was checked for content validity and clarity using expert analysis and piloting (T. L.
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Alsbury, personal communication, January 26, 2018).
Two survey items of particular relevance to the current study were related to
school board members’ perceptions. Board member respondents were asked, “Please
indicate how important you think each of the following issues are for the board to
prioritize by marking the level of importance next to each item.” Board members were
asked to prioritize the following eight education issues as very important, important, or
less important:
•

strategic questions about how to organize public education (abolishing,
merging, founding schools, etc.);

•

cutting down expenditures;

•

ensuring sufficient resources for schools;

•

city, state, or government takeover of schools (e.g., abolishing school board
governance or local control);

•

school board meetings focused on student learning;

•

ensuring competent teachers;

•

ensuring competent school and district leadership; and

•

regularly monitoring student learning (T. L. Alsbury, personal
communication, April 1, 2015).

Board member respondents were also asked, “To what degree does each of the
following adversely affect the school board’s ability to increase student achievement?”
Board members were asked to indicate one of four levels of agreement, namely strongly
agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree concerning each of the following 13 reasons:
•

role confusion between the school board members and the superintendent;

•

school district lack of funding;
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•

the general apathy of the public towards education;

•

poor relationships with other board members;

•

increasing state and federal control of schools;

•

increasing student diversity;

•

teacher unions;

•

law suits;

•

weak teachers who are difficult to dismiss;

•

effectiveness of the superintendent;

•

effectiveness of board colleagues;

•

the lack of pay for serving on a school board; and

•

board member relationships with the superintendent and/or administrators
(T. L. Alsbury, personal communication, April 1, 2015).

Chi-square test of independence. Due to the categorical nature of the predictor
and criterion variables selected for study, the non-parametric chi-square test for
independence, also called Pearson’s chi-square (χ2) test, was used to determine if a
significant relationship between two categorical variables existed. Pearson’s chi-square
utilizes frequency counts in the rows and columns of a contingency table, rather than
mean scores and standard deviations, to determine whether a null hypothesis can be
rejected and if a significant relationship exists. When calculated by hand, the following
formula is used:
χ2 = Σ (fo – fe)2
fe
where fo equals observed frequency and fe equals expected frequency. The resulting
critical value for the chi-square distribution is compared to the observed value. If the

(1)
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observed value is greater than the critical value, there is a statistically significant
relationship between the two categorical variables.
When calculated using IBM SPSS Statistical Data Editor version 25, an estimate
of the precise probability of obtaining a chi-square statistic at least as big as the expected
frequencies for each of the cells in the contingency table is produced (Field, 2009; Gall,
Gall, & Borg, 2007). Field (2009) called Pearson’s chi-square test “an extremely elegant
statistic based on the simple idea of comparing the frequencies you observe in certain
categories to the frequencies you might expect to get in those categories by chance” (p.
688). Similarly, Sharpe (2015) noted:
Chi-square tests are by far the most popular of the non-parametric or distribution
free tests and the default choice when applied psychological researchers analyze
categorical data...While the chi-square tests will never be considered sexy, these
tests remain important and useful methods for applied researchers seeking to
evaluate categorical data. (pp. 7–8)
In determining the appropriate statistical test for this study, brief consideration
was given to other commonly used correlational tests such as Pearson’s r or Spearman’s
correlation coefficient. Pearson’s r or product-moment correlation coefficient evaluates
the linear relationship between two, normally distributed continuous variables, while
Spearman’s correlation coefficient also known as r or rho evaluates the relationship
between two continuous or ordinal variables (Field, 2009; Gall et al., 2007). Neither
Pearson’s r or Spearman’s correlation coefficient is intended for use with categorical
data, supporting the choice of chi-square as the appropriate statistical test for the
categorical nature of both the predictor and criterion variables identified for analysis in
this study.
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Assumptions. Two assumptions are important for consideration when using the
chi-square (χ2) test. First, each person, item, or entity must contribute to only one cell of
the contingency table, therefore, chi-square is not appropriate for a repeated-measures
design. Second, no more than 20% of the expected frequencies in each cell of the
contingency table should be less than five, and none should be less than one to avoid the
loss of statistical power (Cochran, 1954; Yates, Moore, & McCabe, 1999). Expected
frequency is calculated for each cell by multiplying the row total by the column total and
dividing by the total N (McHugh, 2013). Some researchers have followed Fisher’s (1936)
more conservative rule such that no cells should have expected frequencies less than five,
but Delucchi (1993) noted Cochran’s (1954) guidelines provide “a fair balance between
practicality and precision” (p. 301).
Limitations. McHugh (2013) described the limitations of using chi-square which
include (a) sample size requirements; (b) difficulty interpreting individual contributions
when there are large numbers of categories (20 or more); and (c) the tendency of the
Cramér’s V to produce relative low correlation measures, even for highly significant
results. A researcher may choose to proceed even if more than 20% of the cells in the
contingency table contain expected values less than five which may or may not produce
unreliable results. When sample sizes are small, or categories cannot be logically
collapsed or pooled to sufficiently reduce the number of cells that contain expected
values less than 5, the likelihood ratio chi-square test should be interpreted instead
(Agresti, 2012; Field, 2009; McHugh, 2013). Similar to the chi-square statistic, the
likelihood ratio statistic is “based on comparing observed frequencies with those
predicted by the model” (Field, 2009, p. 690). Interpreting the correct test, the chi-square
test of independence or the likelihood ratio test, mitigates the chance of making a Type I
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or Type II error.
Chi-square post-hoc. Statistics textbooks are largely silent on the omnibus nature
of chi-square tests (Sharpe, 2015). Beasley and Schumacker (1995) observed, “No chisquare test should stop with the computation of an omnibus chi-square statistic” (p. 80),
while MacDonald and Gardner (2000) considered it a “serious abuse” to fail to
“empirically evaluate individual cell contributions to a statistically significant chi-square
result” (p. 737). Sharpe (2015) explained, “When a chi-square test is associated with
more than one degree of freedom, the source of a statistically significant result is unclear”
(p. 1). To this end, Sharpe (2015) detailed four possible approaches to further investigate
a statistically significant omnibus chi-square test result, including (a) calculating
residuals to identify the specific cells that make the greatest contribution to the chi-square
test result, (b) comparing cells to evaluate whether specific cells differ from each other,
(c) ransacking to test the 2x2 interactions of greatest interest based on post-hoc
examination of cell frequencies, and (d) partitioning to systematically collapse the
contingency table into a set of 2x2 tables and then testing the collapsed tables for
statistical significance. Agresti (2007) suggested that a cell-by-cell comparison of
observed and estimated expected frequencies helps “better understand the nature of the
evidence” (p. 38) and cells with large residuals show a greater discrepancy than would be
expected if the variables were truly independent
Standardized residual. While raw residuals are the result of subtracting expected
values from observed values, Sharpe (2015) cautioned that “cells with the largest
expected values also produce the largest raw residuals” (p. 3). The standardized residual;
however, is calculated by dividing the raw residual by the square root of the expected
value as an estimate of the raw residual’s standard deviation to overcome the raw residual
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redundancy. The standardized residual is expressed using the following formula:
Std Residual = (O – E)
√E

(2)

Field (2009) noted that standardized residuals “behave like any other in the sense
that each one is a z-score” (p. 699). If the value lies outside ± 1.96, then it is significant at
p < .05; if the value lies outside ± 2.58, then it is significant at p < .01; and if the value
lies outside ± 3.29, then it is significant at p < .001. In other words, if a chi-square test of
independence is significant, the standardized residual helps determine which cell or cells
of the contingency table made the greatest contribution to the calculated chi-square value
– the larger the standardized residual, the greater the contribution.
Effect size. Given the number of respondents used in this study was larger than
five and the contingency table was greater than 2x2, Yates’ correction and Fisher’s exact
test for use with small samples were unnecessary. However, use of an effect size
measure, namely Cramér’s V (ϕc) (1946), provided an estimate of the magnitude of the
relationship between the variables in a chi-square table, represented by a normed value
between 0–1, where 1 is the highest possible association. This is represented by the
following formula:
ϕc =

χ2
N(k – 1)

(3)

where χ2 is the Pearson’s chi-square statistic, N is the sample size involved in the test, and
k is the lesser number of categories of either variable (McHugh, 2013). Cohen (1988)
provided effect sizes for Cramér’s V shown in Table 2.
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Table 2
Effect Size for Cramér’s V (ϕc)
df
1
2
3
4
5

Small
0.10
0.07
0.06
0.05
0.05

Medium
0.30
0.21
0.17
0.15
0.13

Large
0.50
0.35
0.29
0.25
0.22

Cramér’s V is the appropriate measure of the strength of any association to use
with categorical variables containing more than two categories or any contingency table
greater than 2x2 (Field, 2009; Liebetrau, 1983), though has a tendency to produce
relatively low correlation measures, even for highly significant results (McHugh, 2013).
Summary
The present study was designed to offer insight regarding the relevancy of the
selected demographic predictor variables (district enrollment, district locale, and district
socio-economic status) and school board members’ perceptions regarding the
prioritization of key educational issues and reasons that adversely affected the board’s
ability to increase student achievement. Two overarching research questions were utilized
to guide this study, both of which were enhanced by three supplemental research
questions, one for each of the selected demographic variables. Perceptual data supplied
from a school board member survey that was created and administered independently of
the current study by two researchers were analyzed in conjunction with the selected
district demographic information to determine if a significant relationship between the
categorical variables existed.
Chi-square tests of independence were used to investigate the two selected
research questions ex-post facto, and drew from the selected categorical responses of a
school board member perception survey administered in 2011-2012 , obtained and used
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with permission (T. L. Alsbury, personal communication, April 1, 2015), to determine if
the differences between the observed counts and expected counts were statistically
significant, thus demonstrating a real relationship between the two categorical variables.
The cross-tabulation, chi-square, and statistical measures tables generated by SPSS for
each variable combination in this study are included for research question one in
Appendix A and for research question two in Appendix B. The findings of this study are
detailed in Chapter Four.
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Chapter Four: Results
An ex-post facto, correlational research design was used to investigate the
relationship between school board members’ perceptions and selected district
demographics using chi-square tests of independence. Two criterion and three predictor
variables were used. The first criterion variable was school board members’ perceptions
regarding the prioritization of key educational issues. The second criterion variable was
school board members’ perceptions of reasons that adversely affected the board’s ability
to increase student achievement. The first predictor variable was district enrollment size.
The second predictor variable was district urban-centric locale. The third predictor
variable was district socio-economic status as commonly calculated by the percentage of
students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch in the National School Lunch Program.
Descriptive statistics were used to inspect and sort perceptual survey data, and
quantitative analysis was used to interpret the study results. The detailed findings and
analyses, as well as the systematic application of the research methods and interpretation
of data generated to this end, are presented in this chapter. The results of the study are
evaluated to address each research question and subsequent hypotheses statements.
Participant Information
District matching. Preliminary inspection of the 912 school board members’
responses was conducted based on agreement to participate and completion of the two
identified survey items. This resulted in the initial exclusion of 47 responses, one for lack
of agreement to participate and 46 for failure to answer both identified survey items.
These responses were excluded from further analysis in the current study, initially
reducing the number of usable responses to 865. Subsequent district matching of the
remaining 865 responses was conducted using the 2011-2012 directory of public school
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districts obtained from the Elementary and Secondary Information System (ElSi) Table
Generator, derived from the Common Core of Data available from the National Center
for Education Statistics (USDOE, IES, n.d.b). The ElSi Table Generator, in conjunction
with the 2011-2012 school board survey data responses collected from respondents, were
examined to provide the targeted district demographic information, namely district
enrollment size, district urban-centric locale, and district socio-economic status as
measured by the percentage of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch.
An automated Excel lookup formula was used to compare each respondentprovided city and respondent-provided enrollment range to the city, district, and
enrollment data available from the NCES ElSi Table Generator. Automatic matches were
generated in 406 cases when only one geographic match was possible, and both city
name and enrollment matched between the respondent-provided information and the ElSi
information. An additional 280 responses were visually inspected by the researcher and
matched to a corresponding 2011-2012 NCES district profile upon verification of
location and enrollment. These districts had not been automatically matched due to minor
inconsistencies in respondent-provided city names, such as St. Sault Marie as compared
to the NCES district profile city name of Saint Sault Marie. NCES district demographic
information was used exclusively once a district match was made.
Exclusion. Some school board member survey responses could not be matched to
a 2011-2012 NCES district profile which resulted in the exclusion of 179 responses for
the following reasons: (a) 57 responses could not be matched to a corresponding 20112012 NCES district profile in which the respondent-provided city name and enrollment
yielded multiple potential district matches within the same geographic region, making
identification indistinguishable; (b) 49 responses could not be matched to a
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corresponding 2011-2012 NCES district profile in which the respondent-provided city
name and enrollment did not yield a single district match within the geographic vicinity;
and (c) 73 responses could not be matched to a corresponding 2011-2012 NCES district
profile based on respondent-provided enrollment data by a factor of one category. For
example, one respondent selected 1,001-2,500 for district enrollment size, but the
presumed NCES enrollment data for 2011-2012 in a tentatively matched district was 964
and the respondent presumably should have selected 501-1,000. In such cases, a
definitive district match could not be made. This resulted in the exclusion of 73 responses
which could not be correlated with certainty to accurate district demographic information
to satisfy the purpose of the current study.
While this process reduced the number of practical responses from 912 to 686, it
ensured greater accuracy that each response was correctly matched to the 2011-2012
NCES district profile. This consequently provided accurate enrollment, urban-centric
locale, and socio-economic status information for the 2011-2012 school year in
accordance with the purpose of the current study but did not allow the identification of
individual school board member participants.
Quantitative Analysis
Descriptive statistics. Due to the categorical nature of the predictor and criterion
variables selected for study, the non-parametric chi-square test for independence, also
called Pearson’s chi-square (χ2) test, was used to determine if a significant relationship
between two categorical variables existed. Pearson’s chi-square utilizes frequency counts
in the rows and columns of a contingency table, rather than traditional descriptive
statistics such as normally distributed data, mean scores, and standard deviations, to
determine whether a null hypothesis can be rejected and if a significant relationship
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existed. However, descriptive statistics were used to calculate frequency counts of school
board members’ representative district demographic categorization, as well as for the
categorization of responses to the identified survey questions.
Predictor variable groupings. A profile of school board member respondents and
selected district groupings by district enrollment size, district locale, and district socioeconomic status in 2011-2012 as defined in the current study is presented in Table 3.
Table 3
District Demographic Frequency by Selected Groupings
Demographic

Survey
Responses (%)

Public Districts
Survey States (%)

Public Districts
All States (%)

Enrollment
Small
531 (77.41)
5,709 (87.40)
11,551 (85.14)
Medium
118 (17.20)
573 (8.77)
1,382 (10.19)
Large
37 (5.39)
216 (3.31)
541 (3.98)
Missing
34 (0.52)
93 (0.69)
Locale
301 (4.61)
726 (5.35)
City
58 (8.45)
944 (14.45)
2,710 (19.97)
Suburb
175 (25.51)
1,211 (18.54)
2,322 (17.12)
Town
159 (23.81)
4,076 (62.40)
7,809 (57.56)
Rural
294 (42.86)
FRPL
Low
221 (32.22)
1,767 (27.05)
4,133 (30.46)
Medium
426 (62.10)
4,065 (62.23)
7,169 (52.84)
High
38 (5.54)
537 (8.22)
1,166 (8.59)
Missing
1 (0.15)
163 (2.50)
1,099 (8.10)
Total
686
6,532
13,567
Note. Number in parentheses indicates column percentages. Percent may not sum to 100
due to rounding.
Criterion variable groupings. School board members’ responses regarding the
level of importance about the prioritization of eight educational issues are presented in
Table 4. This information serves to provide contextual information with respect to school
board members’ perceptions prior to categorization by district demographic variables.
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Table 4
Category Totals for Prioritization of Educational Issues
Educational Issue
VeryImp (%) Important (%) LessImp (%) Missing (%)
Strategic Questions
142 (20.70)
342 (49.85)
199 (29.01)
3 (0.44)
Cut Expenditures
234 (34.11)
400 (58.31)
48 (7.00)
4 (0.58)
Ensure Resources
505 (73.62)
175 (25.51)
5 (0.73)
1 (0.15)
Government Takeover
122 (17.78)
169 (24.64)
393 (57.29)
2 (0.29)
SB Meetings – Student Learn
459 (66.91)
208 (30.32)
18 (2.62)
1 (0.15)
Ensure Competent Teachers
507 (73.91)
165 (24.05)
13 (1.90)
1 (0.15)
Ensure Competent Leadership
553 (80.61)
120 (17.49)
10 (1.46)
3 (0.44)
Reg. Monitor Student Learn
401 (58.45)
248 (36.15)
33 (4.81)
4 (0.58)
Note. Number in parentheses indicates row percentages. Percent may not sum to 100 due
to rounding.
School board members’ responses regarding the level of agreement concerning
thirteen reasons that adversely affected the board’s ability to increase student
achievement are presented in Table 5. This information serves to provide contextual
information with respect to school board members’ perceptions prior to categorization by
district demographic variables.
Table 5
Category Totals for Perceived Reasons that Affected Student Achievement
Reason

Agreement

SA (%)
A (%)
D (%)
SD (%)
Missing (%)
Role Confusion
98 (14.29) 229 (33.38) 208 (30.32) 85 (12.39)
66 (9.62)
Lack of Funding
294 (42.86) 232 (33.82) 80 (11.66)
16 (2.33)
64 (9.33)
Public Apathy
131 (19.10) 334 (48.69) 133 (19.39) 22 (3.21)
66 (9.33)
Relations, SB Mem
65 (9.48) 201 (29.30) 220 (32.07) 133 (19.39)
67 (9.77)
Gov. Control
216 (31.49) 280 (40.82) 104 (15.16) 19 (2.77)
67 (9.77)
Student Diversity
30 (4.37) 152 (22.16) 328 (47.81) 109 (15.89)
67 (9.77)
Teachers’ Unions
170 (24.78) 193 (28.13) 203 (29.59) 50 (7.29)
70 (10.20)
Lawsuits
112 (16.33) 203 (29.59) 224 (32.65) 76 (11.08)
71 (10.35)
Weak Teachers
274 (39.94) 222 (32.36) 99 (14.43)
22 (3.21)
69 (10.06)
Effectiveness, Sup
203 (29.59) 203 (29.59) 122 (17.78) 89 (12.97)
69 (10.06)
Effectiveness, SB
114 (16.62) 255 (37.17) 164 (23.91) 72 (10.50)
81 (11.81)
Lack of SB pay
22 (3.21)
33 (4.81) 205 (29.88) 357 (52.04) 69 (10.06)
Relations, Sup/SB
114 (16.62) 222 (32.36) 174 (25.36) 100 (14.58) 76 (11.08)
Note. Number in parentheses indicates row percentages. Percent may not sum to 100 due
to rounding. SA = Strongly Agree; A = Agree; D = Disagree; SD = Strongly Disagree
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Expected frequencies. Criterion variable frequency counts and predictor variable
frequency counts contributed to the SPSS calculation of expected frequencies between
each predictor and criterion variable combination in the current study. This was done to
verify the chi-square assumption that no more than 20% of cells in a chi-square
contingency table contained expected values less than five, and no cells contained values
less than one (Field, 2009; Yates et al., 1999). Because of the large sample size and
absence of a logical manner to collapse categories to reduce the violation, this analysis
informed the researcher’s decision to proceed with the chi-square tests of independence
and interpret the likelihood ratio test in 11 instances where 22.2%–33.3% of cells in the
contingency table contained expected values less than five with regard to prioritization of
educational issues. All other contingency table combinations for prioritization of
educational issues contained fewer than 20% of cells with expected frequencies less than
five. No contingency table cells contained more than 20% of cells with expected
frequencies less than five with regard to reasons that adversely affected the board’s
ability to increase student achievement. Table 6 presents the contingency table cell
combinations where greater than 20% of expected frequencies were less than five for
prioritization of educational issues.
Table 6
Selected Expected Frequencies Less Than Five
Educational Issue
Ensure Resources
SB Meetings – Student Learning
Ensure Competent Teachers
Ensure Competent Leadership

Demographic Variable
Enrollment %
Locale %
SES %
33.3
33.3
33.3
22.2
25.0
22.2
25.0
22.2
22.2
33.3
22.2

Correlational analyses. The two research questions posed in the current study
were investigated using 63 separate chi-square (c2) tests of independence. The first
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survey question and subsequent criterion variable pertaining to school board members’
perceptions regarding the prioritization of eight educational issues were each correlated
with the three selected district demographic predictor variables. This produced 24 chisquare tests of independence which resulted in a statistically significant relationship
between district enrollment size and regularly monitoring student learning c2 (4, N = 682)
= 12.622, p = .013. After interpretation of the likelihood ratio test, a statistically
significant relationship was also found between district enrollment size school board
meetings focused on student learning c2 (4, N = 685) = 9.87, p = .043. In addition, a
statistically significant relationship was found between district socio-economic status and
government takeover of schools c2 (4, N = 683) = 13.742, p = .008.
The second survey question and subsequent criterion variable pertaining to school
board members’ perceptions of thirteen reasons that adversely affected the board’s ability
to increase student achievement were each correlated with the three district demographic
predictor variables. This produced 39 chi-square tests of independence which resulted in
a statistically significant relationship between district enrollment size and (a) role
confusion between school board members c2 (2, N = 620) = 8.452, p = .015, (b) poor
board member relationships c2 (2, N = 619) = 9.342, p = .009, (c) teachers’ unions c2 (2,
N = 616) = 8.828, p = .012, (d) lawsuits c2 (2, N = 615) = 12.898, p = .002, and (e) weak
teachers who are difficult to dismiss c2 (2, N = 617) = 20.06, p < .001. In addition, a
statistically significant relationship was found between district socio-economic status and
school board members’ perceptions of public apathy towards education c2 (2, N = 619) =
8.908, p = .012. There were no statistically significant relationships between district
locale and either criterion variable, and no criterion variable was found to have a
statistically significant association with more than one predictor variable.
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Prioritization of educational issues. School board members were asked, “Please
indicate how important you think each of the following issues are for the board to
prioritize by marking the level of importance next to each item.” Respondents selected
“very important,” “important,” or “less important” for each of eight educational issues.
Twenty-four separate chi-square (c2) tests of independence were conducted with regard
to this survey question, one for each of the eight educational issues in relation to school
board members’ representative district enrollment size, district locale, and district socioeconomic status (see Appendix A for complete cross-tabulations, chi-square tests, and
statistical measures tables).
District enrollment size. Eight chi-square (c2) tests of independence were
performed to examine the relationship between district enrollment size and school board
members’ level of importance regarding the prioritization of pre-determined educational
issues. The initial results showed school board members’ perceptions regarding the
prioritization of seven of the eight educational issues did not appear to be associated with
district enrollment size. A significant relationship was found between district enrollment
size and school board members’ prioritization of regularly monitoring student learning,
c2 (4, N = 682) = 12.622, p = .013. Table 7 presents the results of the eight chi-square
tests associated with district enrollment size.
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Table 7
Chi-square Test for Prioritization of Educational Issues by Enrollment
Educational Issue
p
c2
Strategic Questions
1.48
.83
Cut Expenditures
3.393
.494
Ensure Resourcesa
8.763
.067
Government Takeover
1.111
.892
SB Meetings – Student Learninga
8.123
.087
Ensure Competent Teachersa
7.969
.093
a
Ensure Competent Leadership
3.186
.527
Reg. Monitor Student Learning
12.622
.013*
Note. df = 4 for all tests.
a
More than 20% of cells with expected frequency less than five.
*p < .05.

ϕc
.033
.05
.08
.029
.077
.076
.048
.096

More than 20% of the expected frequency counts were less than five in relation to
the following four educational issues: ensuring resources (33.3%), school board meetings
focused on student learning (22.2%), ensuring competent teachers (22.2%), and ensuring
competent leadership (22.2%). Given the survey response choices of “very important,”
“important,” and “less important,” consideration was given to the collapsing of very
important and important responses. This was not done for the following reasons: (a) with
only three answer choices and in the absence of a “not important” response, some school
board members may have interpreted “important” as being neutral, neither important nor
not important, because it was the middle of three choices, and (b) the violations of greater
than 20% of contingency table cells with expected frequencies less than five occurred
exclusively in the “less important” answer choice. The researcher consequently
determined there were no logical categories to collapse to address the violation and
proceeded by interpreting the likelihood ratio test values as shown in Table 8 for these
four educational issues.
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Table 8
Likelihood Ratio Test for Prioritization of Selected Educational Issues by Enrollment
Educational Issue
Ensure Resources
SB Meetings – Student Learning
Ensure Competent Teachers
Ensure Competent Leadership
Note. df = 4 for all tests.
*p < .05.

c2
7.224
9.87
9.373
3.627

p
.125
.043*
.052
.459

Using the likelihood ratio test, an additional educational issue was found to be
significantly associated with district enrollment size, namely school board meetings
focused on student learning c2 (4, N = 685) = 9.87, p = .043.
In light of the significant chi-square and likelihood ratio test results regarding
district enrollment size and school board members’ level of importance about regularly
monitoring student learning c2 (4, N = 682) = 12.622, p = .013 and school board meetings
focused on student learning c2 (4, N = 685) = 9.87, p = .043, Tables 9 and 10 present the
observed and expected frequencies from each cell of the contingency table, with
standardized residuals for these survey items, respectively. This additional information
provides insight as to which cell or cells made the greatest contribution to the respective
significant chi-square or likelihood ratio test values.
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Table 9
Frequency Counts, Standardized Residuals for Regularly Monitoring Student Learning
by Enrollment
Enrollment

Regularly Monitoring Student Learning

Very Important (%) Important (%)
Small (0–4,999)
Observed
301 (57.1)
199 (37.8)
Expected
309.9
9.5
Standardized Residual
-0.5
0.5
Medium (5,000–14,999)
Observed
68 (57.6)
44 (37.3)
Expected
69.4
42.9
Standardized Residual
-0.2
0.2
Large (15,000 or more)
Observed
32 (86.5)
5 (13.5)
Expected
21.8
13.5
Standardized Residual
2.2
-2.3
Note. Number in parentheses indicates row percentages.

Less Important (%)
27 (5.1)
25.5
0.3
6 (5.1)
5.7
0.1
0 (0)
1.8
-1.3

With regard to regularly monitoring student learning, a standardized residual of
2.2 suggests more school board members from large districts (86.5%) indicated regularly
monitoring student learning was very important than would be expected by chance, while
a standardized residual of -2.3 suggests fewer school board members from large districts
(13.5%) indicated regularly monitoring student learning was important than would be
expected by chance. Fewer than expected selected important while more than expected
selected very important. Cramér’s V (ϕc) further indicates the strength of the chi-square
association. An effect size of 0.096 with four degrees of freedom indicates a small to
medium association between district enrollment size and school board members’
prioritization of regularly monitoring student learning.
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Table 10
Frequency Counts, Standardized Residuals for School Board Meetings Focused on
Student Learning by Enrollment
Enrollment

School Board Meetings Focused on Student Learning
Very Important (%) Important (%) Less Important (%)

Small (0–4,999)
Observed
345 (65.1)
169 (31.9)
Expected
355.1
160.9
Standardized Residual
-0.5
0.6
Medium (5,000–14,999)
Observed
82 (69.5)
34 (28.8)
Expected
79.1
35.8
Standardized Residual
0.3
-0.3
Large (15,000 or more)
Observed
32 (86.5)
5 (13.5)
Expected
24.8
11.2
Standardized Residual
1.4
-1.9
Note. Number in parentheses indicates row percentages.

16 (3.0)
13.9
0.6
2 (1.7)
3.1
-0.6
0 (0)
1.0
-1.0

With regard to school board meetings focused on student learning, a standardized
residual of -1.9 suggests fewer school board members from large districts (13.5%)
indicated school board meetings focused on student learning was important than would
be expected by chance. Cramér’s V (ϕc) further indicates the strength of the chi-square
association. An effect size of 0.077 with four degrees of freedom indicates a small to
medium association between district enrollment size and school board members’
prioritization of school board meetings focused on student learning.
Consequently, the researcher rejected the null hypothesis based on the first
research question that there is no association between school board members’
prioritization of educational issues and district enrollment size, as evidenced by the
significant chi-square test result related to regularly monitoring student learning c2 (4, N
= 682) = 12.622, p = .013 and the significant likelihood ratio test result related to school
board meetings focused on student learning c2 (4, N = 685) = 9.87, p = .043.
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District locale. Eight chi-square (c2) tests of independence were performed to
examine the relationship between district locale and school board members’ level of
importance regarding the prioritization of educational issues. The results indicated that
school board members’ perceptions regarding the prioritization of all eight educational
issues did not appear to be associated with district locale as shown in Table 11.
Table 11
Chi-square Test for Prioritization of Educational Issues by Locale
Educational Issue
p
c2
Strategic Questions
7.559
.272
Cut Expenditures
6.470
.373
Ensure Resourcesa
10.435
.108
Government Takeover
8.246
.221
a
SB Meetings – Student Learning
7.583
.270
Ensure Competent Teachersa
6.702
.348
Ensure Competent Leadershipa
5.944
.429
Reg. Monitor Student Learning
3.537
.739
Note. df = 6 for all tests.
a
More than 20% of cells with expected frequency less than five.

ϕc
.740
.069
.087
.078
.074
.070
.066
.051

More than 20% of the expected frequency counts were less than five in relation to
four educational issues, including ensuring resources (33.3%), school board meetings
focused on student learning (25%), ensuring competent teachers (25%), and ensuring
competent leadership (33.3%). Given the survey response choices of very important,
important, and less important, the researcher determined there were no logical categories
to collapse to address the violation and proceeded by interpreting the likelihood ratio test
values for these four educational issues as shown in Table 12.

172
Table 12
Likelihood Ratio Test for Prioritization of Selected Educational Issues by Locale
Educational Issue
Ensure Resources
SB Meetings – Student Learning
Ensure Competent Teachers
Ensure Competent Leadership

c2
8.877
8.959
6.539
6.368

p
.181
.176
.336
.383

No additional educational issues showed a significant association with district
locale after interpretation of the likelihood ratio test values. District locale did not appear
to be significantly associated with school board members’ prioritization of educational
issues. Thus, the researcher failed to reject the null hypothesis based on the first research
question that there is no statistically significant relationship between school board
members’ perceptions concerning the prioritization of key educational issues and district
urban-centric locale.
District socio-economic status. Eight chi-square (c2) tests of independence were
performed to examine the relationship between district socio-economic status and school
board members’ level of importance regarding the prioritization of selected educational
issues. The results indicated that school board members’ perceptions regarding the
prioritization of seven of the eight educational issues did not appear to be associated with
district socio-economic status as measured by the percentage of students eligible for free
or reduced-price lunch. A significant relationship was found between district socioeconomic status and school board members’ prioritization of city, state, or government
takeover of schools, c2 (4, N = 683) = 13.742, p = .008. Table 13 presents the results of
the eight chi-square tests associated with district socio-economic status.
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Table 13
Chi-square Test for Prioritization of Educational Issues by Socio-Economic Status
Educational Issue
p
c2
Strategic Questions
2.583
.63
Cut Expenditures
5.736
.22
Ensure Resourcesa
4.969
.291
Government Takeover
13.742
.008**
SB Meetings – Student Learning
2.11
.716
Ensure Competent Teachersa
2.384
.665
Ensure Competent Leadershipa
1.864
.761
Reg. Monitor Student Learning
6.12
.19
Note. df = 4 for all tests.
a
More than 20% of cells with expected frequency less than 5.
** p < .01.

ϕc
.044
.065
.060
.100
.039
.042
.037
.067

More than 20% of the expected frequency counts were less than five in relation to
three educational issues, including ensuring resources (33.3%), ensuring competent
teachers (22.2%), and ensuring competent leadership (22.2%). Given the survey response
choices of very important, important, and less important, the researcher determined there
were no logical categories to collapse to address the violation and proceeded by
interpreting the likelihood ratio test values as shown in Table 14. No additional
educational issues had a significant association with district socio-economic status after
interpretation of the likelihood ratio test values.
Table 14
Likelihood Ratio Test for Prioritization of Selected Educational Issues by SocioEconomic Status
Educational Issue
Ensure Resources
Ensure Competent Teachers
Ensure Competent Leadership

c2
6.697
3.037
2.336

p
.153
.552
.674

In light of the significant chi-square result between school board members’ level
of importance concerning city, state, or government takeover of schools and district
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socio-economic status, c2 (4, N = 683) = 13.742, p = .008, Table 15 presents the observed
and expected frequencies from each cell of the contingency table, and the standardized
residual. This additional information provides insight as to which cell or cells made the
greatest contribution to the chi-square value.
Table 15
Frequency Counts, Standardized Residuals for Government Takeover by Socio-Economic
Status
Socio-Economic

Government Takeover
Very Important (%) Important (%) Less Important (%)

High SES/Low FRPL
Observed
29 (13.1)
47 (21.3)
Expected
39.5
54.7
Standardized Residual
-1.7
-1.0
Medium SES/FRPL
Observed
81 (19.1)
115 (27.1)
Expected
75.7
104.9
Standardized Residual
0.6
1.0
Low SES/High FRPL
Observed
12 (31.6)
7 (18.4)
Expected
6.8
9.4
Standardized Residual
2.0
-0.8
Note. Number in parentheses indicates row percentages.

145 (65.6)
126.8
1.6
228 (53.8)
243.3
-1.0
19 (50.0)
21.8
-0.6

With regard to government takeover of schools, a standardized residual of 2.0
suggests more school board members from low socio-economic status districts (31.6%)
indicated government takeover was a very important issue than would be expected by
chance. Two additional standardized residuals in Table 15 did not exceed the critical
value of ± 1.96 but are worth noting. A standardized residual of -1.7 suggest fewer school
board members from high socio-economic districts (13.1%) indicated government
takeover of schools was a very important issue than would be expected by chance, while
a standardized residual of 1.6 suggests more school board members from high socioeconomic districts (65.6%) indicated government takeover of school was of lesser
importance than would be expected by chance. In essence, school board members from
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low socio-economic districts expressed concern about government takeover while school
board members from high socio-economic districts did not. Cramér’s V (ϕc) further
indicates the strength of the chi-square association. An effect size of 0.10 with four
degrees of freedom indicates a small to medium association between district socioeconomic status and school board members’ prioritization of city, state, or government
takeover.
Consequently, the researcher rejected the null hypothesis based on the first
research question that there is no association between school board members’
prioritization of educational issues and district socio-economic status, evidenced by the
significant chi-square test result related to city, state, or government takeover of schools
c2 (4, N = 683) = 13.742, p = .008.
Reasons that affected student achievement. School board members were asked,
“To what degree does each of the following adversely affect the school board’s ability to
increase student achievement?” Respondents selected strongly agree, agree, disagree, or
strongly disagree for each of thirteen provided reasons. Thirty-nine chi-square (c2) tests
of independence were conducted with regard to this survey question, one for each of the
thirteen reasons in relation to school board members’ representative district enrollment
size, district locale, and district socio-economic status as measured by the percentage of
students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch (see Appendix B for complete crosstabulations, chi-square tests, and statistical measures tables).
To ensure no more than 20% of the expected frequency cells in the contingency
table contained values less than five, and no cells contained an expected frequency less
than one (Cochran, 1954; Yates et al., 1999), the researcher combined the frequency
counts of school board members’ responses for strongly agree and agree and collapsed
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them into one category labeled agree. This process is also referred to as pooling. The
same procedure was followed for strongly disagree and disagree, which was labeled
disagree.
District enrollment. Thirteen chi-square (c2) tests of independence were
performed to examine the relationship between district enrollment and school board
members’ perceptions of selected reasons that adversely affected the board’s ability to
increase student achievement. The results indicated that school board members’
perceptions regarding eight reasons that adversely affected the board’s ability to increase
student achievement did not appear to be statistically associated with district enrollment
size. Five reasons, however, did show a statistically significant association with district
enrollment size, including (a) role confusion between school board members c2 (2, N =
620) = 8.452, p = .015, (b) poor board member relationships c2 (2, N = 619) = 9.342, p =
.009, (c) teachers’ unions c2 (2, N = 616) = 8.828, p = .012, (d) lawsuits c2 (2, N = 615) =
12.898, p = .002, and (e) weak teachers who are difficult to dismiss c2 (2, N = 617) =
20.06, p < .001. The chi-square tests of independence between district enrollment size
and school board members’ level of agreement for each of thirteen reasons that adversely
affected the board’s ability to increase student achievement are presented in Table 16.
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Table 16
Chi-square Test for Perceived Reasons that Affected Student Achievement by Enrollment
Reason
Role Confusion, SB Members
District Lack of Funding
Public Apathy Towards Education
Poor SB Member Relations
Increasing State/Federal Control
Increasing Student Diversity
Teachers’ Unions
Lawsuits
Weak Teachers, Hard to Dismiss
Effectiveness, Superintendent
Effectiveness, SB Colleagues
Lack Pay for SB Service
SB Member Relations w/ Sup/Admin
Note. df = 2 for all tests.
*p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.

c2
8.452
0.642
4.218
9.342
4.077
1.732
8.828
12.898
20.06
5.754
4.488
0.063
2.697

p
.015*
.725
.121
.009**
.13
.421
.012*
.002**
<.001***
.056
.106
.969
.26

ϕc
.117
.032
.082
.123
.081
.053
.120
.145
.180
.097
.086
.010
.066

In light of the significant results between school board members’ perceptions of
five adverse reasons and district enrollment size, Tables 17–21 present the observed and
expected frequencies, and the standardized residuals for each of the significant items,
respectively. This additional information provides insight as to which cell or cells made
the greatest contribution to the significant chi-square values.
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Table 17
Frequency Counts and Standardized Residuals for Role Confusion by Enrollment
Enrollment

Role Confusion
Agree (%)
Disagree (%)

Small (0–4,999)
Observed
238 (49.9)
Expected
251.6
Standardized Residual
-0.9
Medium (5,000–14,999)
Observed
70 (65.4)
Expected
56.4
Standardized Residual
1.8
Large (15,000 or more)
Observed
19 (52.8)
Expected
19
Standardized Residual
0.0
Note. Number in parentheses indicates row percentages.

239 (50.1)
225.4
0.9
37 (34.6)
50.6
-1.9
17 (47.2)
17
0.0

With regard to role confusion between school board members as a perceived
reason that adversely affected the board’s ability to increase student achievement and
district enrollment size, c2 (2, N = 620) = 8.452, p = .015, Table 17 indicates no
standardized residual exceeded the critical value of ±1.96 which assists in determining
which cell or cells made the greatest contribution to the significant chi-square value. The
absolute value of the standardized residual of 1.8 is less than the absolute value of the
standardized residual of -1.9 for school board members from medium districts who
disagreed (i.e., strongly disagreed or disagreed). Although more board members from
medium size districts agreed (i.e., strongly agreed or agreed) that role confusion was a
reason that adversely affected the board’s ability to increase student achievement
(65.4%), the comparison of standardized residuals suggests fewer school board members
than would be expected by chance from medium-sized districts that disagreed (34.6%)
contributed slightly more to the significant chi-square value. A Cramér’s V (ϕc) effect
size of 0.117 with two degrees of freedom indicates a small to medium association
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between district enrollment size and school board members’ perceptions concerning role
confusion between board members.
Table 18
Frequency Counts and Standardized Residuals for Poor Board Member Relationships by
Enrollment
Enrollment

Poor Board Member Relationships
Agree (%)

Small (0–4,999)
Observed
190 (39.9)
Expected
204.5
Standardized Residual
-1.0
Medium (5,000–14,999)
Observed
60 (56.1)
Expected
46
Standardized Residual
2.1
Large (15,000 or more)
Observed
16 (44.4)
Expected
15.5
Standardized Residual
0.1
Note. Number in parentheses indicates row percentages.

Disagree (%)
286 (60.1)
271.5
0.9
47 (43.9)
61
-1.8
20 (55.6)
20.5
-0.1

With regard to poor relationships with other board members as a perceived reason
that adversely affected the board’s ability to increase student achievement and district
enrollment size, c2 (2, N = 619) = 9.342, p = .009, a standardized residual of 2.1 as shown
in Table 18 indicates more school board members from medium-sized districts (56.1%)
indicated agreement (i.e., strongly agreed or agreed) than would be expected by chance.
A Cramér’s V (ϕc) effect size of 0.123 with two degrees of freedom indicates a small to
medium association between district enrollment size and school board members’
perceptions of poor relationships with other board members.
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Table 19
Frequency Counts and Standardized Residuals for Teachers’ Unions by Enrollment
Enrollment

Teachers’ Unions
Agree (%)

Small (0–4,999)
Observed
289 (61.1)
Expected
278.7
Standardized Residual
0.6
Medium (5,000–14,999)
Observed
61 (57.0)
Expected
63.1
Standardized Residual
-0.3
Large (15,000 or more)
Observed
13 (36.1)
Expected
21.2
Standardized Residual
-1.8
Note. Number in parentheses indicates row percentages.

Disagree (%)
184 (38.9)
194.3
-0.7
46 (43.0)
43.9
0.3
23 (63.9)
14.8
2.1

With regard to teachers’ unions as a perceived reason that adversely affected the
board’s ability to increase student achievement and district enrollment size, c2 (2, N =
616) = 8.828, p = .012, a standardized residual of 2.1 as shown in Table 19 indicates
more school board members from large districts (63.9%) indicated disagreement (i.e.,
strongly disagreed or disagreed) than would be expected by chance. A Cramér’s V (ϕc)
effect size of 0.12 with two degrees of freedom indicates a small to medium association
between district enrollment size and school board members’ perceptions of teachers’
unions.
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Table 20
Frequency Counts and Standardized Residuals for Lawsuits by Enrollment
Enrollment

Lawsuits
Agree (%)

Small (0–4,999)
Observed
250 (52.9)
Expected
242.3
Standardized Residual
0.5
Medium (5,000–14,999)
Observed
57 (53.8)
Expected
54.3
Standardized Residual
0.4
Large (15,000 or more)
Observed
8 (22.2)
Expected
18.4
Standardized Residual
-2.4
Note. Number in parentheses indicates row percentages.

Disagree (%)
223 (47.1)
230.7
-0.5
49 (46.2)
51.7
-0.4
28 (77.8)
17.6
2.5

With regard to lawsuits as a perceived reason that adversely affected the board’s
ability to increase student achievement and district enrollment size, c2 (2, N = 615) =
12.898, p = .002, a standardized residual of -2.4 as shown in Table 20 indicates fewer
school board members from large districts (22.2%) indicated agreement (i.e., strongly
agreed or agreed) than would be expected by chance, while a standardized residual of 2.5
suggests more school board members from large districts (77.8%) indicated disagreement
(i.e., strongly disagreed or disagreed) than would be expected by chance. A Cramér’s V
(ϕc) effect size of 0.145 with two degrees of freedom indicates a small to medium
association between enrollment size and school board members’ perceptions of lawsuits.
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Table 21
Frequency Counts and Standardized Residuals for Weak Teachers by Enrollment
Enrollment

Weak Teachers
Agree (%)
Disagree (%)

Small (0–4,999)
Observed
393 (83.1)
Expected
380.2
Standardized Residual
0.7
Medium (5,000–14,999)
Observed
84 (77.8)
Expected
86.8
Standardized Residual
-0.3
Large (15,000 or more)
Observed
19 (52.8)
Expected
28.9
Standardized Residual
-1.8
Note. Number in parentheses indicates row percentages.

80 (16.9)
92.8
-1.3
24 (22.2)
21.2
0.6
17 (47.2)
7.1
3.7

With regard to weak teachers who are difficult to dismiss as a perceived reason
that adversely affected the board’s ability to increase student achievement and district
enrollment size, c2 (2, N = 617) = 20.06, p < .001, a standardized residual of 3.7 as shown
in Table 21 indicates more school board members from large districts (47.2%) indicated
disagreement (i.e., strongly disagreed or disagreed) than would be expected by chance. A
Cramér’s V (ϕc) effect size of 0.18 with two degrees of freedom indicates a small to
medium association between district enrollment size and school board members’
perceptions of weak teachers who are difficult to dismiss.
Given the significant association between five perceived reasons that adversely
affected the board’s ability to increase student achievement and district enrollment size,
the researcher rejected the null hypothesis based on the second research question that
there is no statistically significant relationship between school board members’
perceptions concerning reasons that adversely affected the school board’s ability to
increase student achievement and district enrollment size.
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District locale. Thirteen chi-square (c2) tests of independence were executed to
examine the relationship between school board members’ perceptions regarding reasons
that adversely affected the board’s ability to increase student achievement and district
locale. All thirteen reasons did not appear to be associated with district locale as shown in
Table 22. Thus, the researcher failed to reject the null hypothesis based on the second
research question that there is no statistically significant relationship between school
board members’ perceptions of reasons that adversely affected the school board’s ability
to increase student achievement and district locale.
Table 22
Chi-square Test for Perceived Reasons that Affected Student Achievement by Locale
Reason
Role Confusion – SB Members
District Lack of Funding
Public Apathy – Education
Poor Board Member Relations
Increase State/Federal Control
Increase Student Diversity
Teachers’ Unions
Lawsuits
Weak Teachers, Hard to Dismiss
Effective Superintendent
Effective SB Colleagues
Lack Pay for SB Service
SB Relations w/ Sup/Admin
Note. df = 3 for all tests.

c2
3.85
0.309
2.599
4.276
4.231
0.744
1.378
5.693
5.435
2.19
4.655
3.283
2.946

p
.278
.958
.458
.233
.238
.863
.711
.128
.143
.534
.199
.350
.400

ϕc
.079
.022
.065
.083
.083
.035
.047
.096
.094
.060
.088
.073
.069

District socio-economic status. Thirteen chi-square (c2) tests of independence
were performed to examine the relationship between district socio-economic status as
measured by free or reduced-price lunch eligibility and school board members’ level of
agreement regarding reasons that adversely affected the board’s ability to increase
student achievement. The results indicated that school board members’ perceptions
regarding twelve reasons that adversely affected the board’s ability to increase student
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achievement did not appear to be statistically associated with district socio-economic
status as measured by eligibility for free or reduced-price lunch as shown in Table 23.
However, a statistically significant relationship was found between district socioeconomic status and school board members’ perceptions of public apathy towards
education, c2 (2, N = 619) = 8.908, p = .012 as also shown in Table 23.
Table 23
Chi-square Test for Perceived Reasons that Affected Student Achievement by SocioEconomic Status
Reason
Role Confusion – SB Members
District Lack of Funding
Public Apathy – Education
Poor Board Member Relations
Increase State/Federal Control
Increase Student Diversity
Teachers’ Unions
Lawsuits
Weak Teachers, Hard to Dismiss
Effective Superintendent
Effective SB Colleagues
Lack Pay for SB Service
SB Relations w/ Sup/Admin
Note. df = 2 for all tests.
*p < .05.

c2
1.656
0.058
8.908
4.969
3.393
5.603
0.418
0.838
0.117
0.355
0.877
0.597
1.727

p
.437
.972
.012*
.083
.183
.061
.811
.658
.943
.837
.645
.742
.422

ϕc
.052
.010
.120
.090
.074
.095
.026
.037
.014
.024
.038
.031
.053

With regard to the significant relationship between perceived public apathy
towards education as a reason that adversely affected the board’s ability to increase
student achievement and district socio-economic status, c2 (2, N = 619) = 8.908, p = .012,
Table 24 displays the observed and expected frequencies from each cell of the
contingency table, and the standardized residual for school board members’ level of
agreement regarding public apathy towards education as selected by school board
members from districts with low, medium, and high socio-economic status. This
additional information provides insight as to which cell or cells made the greatest
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contribution to the significant chi-square value.
Table 24
Frequency Counts and Standardized Residuals for Public Apathy by Socio-Economic
Status
Socio-Economic

Public Apathy
Agree (%)
Disagree (%)

High SES
Observed
134 (67.7)
Expected
148.7
Standardized Residual
-1.2
Medium SES
Observed
303 (78.3)
Expected
290.7
Standardized Residual
0.7
Low SES
Observed
28 (82.4)
Expected
25.5
Standardized Residual
0.5
Note. Number in parentheses indicates row percentages.

64 (32.3)
49.3
2.1
84 (21.7)
96.3
-1.3
6 (17.6)
8.5
-0.8

A standardized residual of 2.1 suggests more school board members from districts
with high socio-economic status (32.3%) indicated disagreement (i.e., strongly disagreed
or disagreed) than would be expected by chance. A Cramér’s V (ϕc) effect size of 0.12
with two degrees of freedom indicates a small to medium association between district
socio-economic status and school board members’ perceptions of public apathy towards
education. Thus, the researcher rejected the null hypothesis based on the second research
question that there is no statistically significant relationship between school board
members’ perceptions concerning reasons that adversely affected the school board’s
ability to increase student achievement and district socio-economic status.
Summary
A description of the analysis of perceptual survey data supplied from a school
board member survey that was created and administered independently of the current
study (T. L. Alsbury, personal communication, April 1, 2015) was provided in this
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chapter. Descriptive statistics were used to inspect and sort the survey data ex-post facto.
Quantitative analysis was used to interpret the study results regarding whether significant
relationships existed between the identified school board member perceptual data and
selected district demographic information.
Regarding school board members’ perceptions of the prioritization of educational
issues, a small to medium statistically significant relationship was found between district
enrollment size and school board members’ prioritization of two educational issues:
regularly monitoring student learning c2 (4, N = 682) = 12.622, p = .013 and school board
meetings focused on student learning c2 (4, N = 685) = 9.87, p = .043. A small to medium
statistically significant relationship was also detected between district socio-economic
status and government takeover of schools c2 (4, N = 683) = 13.742, p = .008. Regarding
school board members’ perceptions of reasons that adversely affected the board’s ability
to increase student achievement, a small to medium statistically significant relationship
was found between district enrollment size and school board members’ perceptions of
five reasons, including (a) role confusion between school board members c2 (2, N = 620)
= 8.452, p = .015, (b) poor board member relationships c2 (2, N = 619) = 9.342, p = .009,
(c) teachers’ unions c2 (2, N = 616) = 8.828, p = .012, (d) lawsuits c2 (2, N = 615) =
12.898, p = .002, and (e) weak teachers who are difficult to dismiss c2 (2, N = 617) =
20.06, p < .001. In addition, a small to medium statistically significant relationship was
found between district socio-economic status and public apathy towards education c2 (2,
N = 619) = 8.908, p = .012. There were no statistically significant relationships between
district locale and either criterion variable. The findings, including their relevance and
practical significance to practitioners and stakeholders in the field, are discussed in
Chapter Five.
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Chapter Five: Discussion of Results
Nearly 14,000 school boards across the United States are comprised of more than
90,000 school board members (Hess & Meeks, 2010; NSBA, 2017; U.S. Census Bureau,
2012) who face rising criticism to demonstrate responsiveness and accountability
regarding student achievement and dwindling resources (Chubb & Moe, 1990; Finn,
2003; Hochschild, 2005; Howell, 2005; Miller, 2008). The local school board is
responsible to establish policies that address the needs and demands of the local school
district and its students, as well as adhere to state and federal guidelines (Briffault, 2005).
Although individual school board members are not granted authority to act independently
over school or district matters (Danzberger et al., 1992), the individuals are key voices of
the collective school board that is granted local policy-setting and decision-making
authority on behalf of each state (First & Walberg, 1992; NSBA, 2017; WSSDA, 2010).
The expectation for school boards and their members to function and make decisions in
this context necessitates further study of the perceptions of school board members that
may contribute to the school board’s collective behaviors and decisions intended to
remove barriers and prioritize efforts to increase student achievement.
Consequently, this study was conducted to contribute to an understanding of the
relationship between selected district demographic variables and school board members’
perceptions, specifically as related to the prioritization of key educational issues and
reasons that adversely affected the school board’s ability to increase student achievement.
Perceptual data made available from a school board member survey that was created and
administered independently of the current study by Alsbury and Mountford (T. L.
Alsbury, personal communication, April 1, 2015) were analyzed in relation to district
enrollment size, district locale, and district socio-economic status to advance both
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scholarly and practical knowledge regarding the relevancy of the selected district
demographic variables and school board members’ perceptions. Descriptive statistics
were used to inspect and sort the perceptual survey data, and quantitative analysis was
used to produce the study results. Due to the categorical nature of the predictor and
criterion variables selected for study, the non-parametric chi-square test for
independence, also called Pearson’s chi-square (χ2) test, was used to determine if a
significant relationship between two selected categorical variables existed.
Using the 912 school board member responses from 22 states generated from the
school board member perception survey created and administered independently of the
current study between October 2011 and September 2012 by Alsbury and Mountford (T.
L. Alsbury, personal communication, April 1, 2015), ex-post facto data retrieval of
district demographic information was collected. This information was used to validate the
matching of each respondent to a known NCES district profile, and in so doing, to
retrieve relevant district demographic information, including district enrollment size,
district locale, and district socio-economic status as commonly calculated by student
eligibility for free or reduced-price lunch. The supplied survey data, in conjunction with
the collected relevant district demographic information, were identified to enable the
further correlational study of the research questions posed by the current study. The 686
board members’ responses that could be matched with certainty to a 2011-2012 NCES
Common Core of Data district profile for the purpose of obtaining accurate district
demographic information necessary for correlation were included for further study. The
importance, meaning, and significance of the findings are discussed in this chapter.
Overview and Discussion of Findings
A discussion of the study results in relation to each of the research questions is
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presented in this section. A statistically significant association was found between school
board members’ prioritization of three educational issues and selected district
demographics, including two issues with district enrollment size and one issue with
district socio-economic status. A statistically significant association was found between
school board members’ perception of six reasons that adversely affected the board’s
ability to increase student achievement and selected district demographics, including five
reasons with district enrollment size and one reason with district socio-economic status.
No items were found be associated with district locale, and no items were found to be
associated with more than one demographic variable.
Research question 1: Prioritization of educational issues. The statistical
analysis conducted to determine if a relationship existed between school board members’
prioritization of educational issues and selected district demographic variables was
statistically significant in three of 24 chi-square tests of independence after the
interpretation of the likelihood ratio test in one case. Whereas others have studied school
board members’ prioritization of educational issues and found finance/budget, academic
achievement and accountability, student discipline and behavior, personnel, and facilities
were among the leading concerns (Blissett & Alsbury, 2017; Carol et al., 1986;
Feuerstein & Opfer, 1998; Hess, 2002; Hess & Meeks, 2010; Ornstein, 1991; Webber,
1995), similar overall priorities were found in the current study and provide further
insight as to the relationship between selected district demographic variables and the
prioritization of these educational issues.
Over 90% of school board members in the current survey indicated six of the
eight educational issues were very important or important as follows: ensuring resources
(99.13%), ensuring competent leadership (98.1%), ensuring competent teachers
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(97.96%), school board meetings focused on student learning (97.2%), regularly
monitoring student learning (94.6%), and cutting expenditures (92.4%). However, only
two of the same top six priorities, regularly monitoring student learning and school board
meetings focused on student learning, yielded statistically significant associations with
any of the selected district demographic variables, namely district enrollment. One
plausible explanation for this outcome is the high level of importance school board
members assign towards multiple, pressing issues. When there is widespread agreement
about the level of importance concerning high priority issues such as funding and
personnel-related matters, examining these issues through the lens of district
demographics does not yield statistically significant associations between the belief and
demographic variables in most cases.
District enrollment size. District enrollment size, however, did come to bear with
regard to regularly monitoring student learning (p = .013) and school board meetings
focused on student learning (p = .043). More school board members from large districts
(86.5%) indicated regularly monitoring student learning was very important than would
be expected by chance, while fewer school board members from large districts (0%) also
indicated school board meetings focused on student learning was less important than
would be expected by chance. In essence, most school board members from large
districts assigned a high degree of importance to both regularly monitoring student
learning and school board meetings focused on student learning. Blissett and Alsbury
(2017) suggested school board members’ self-reported answers may reflect an
element of “social desirability to respond one way or another” (p. 22), while
Hochbein and Harbour (2015) commented specifically on this potential in large districts:
“The districts, schools, and students of the largest US cities often serve as the focus
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of popular media and scholarly research” (p. 2). As the policy leaders of the school
district, school board members from large districts may be influenced by public
scrutiny or knowledge of the most socially acceptable answer when surveyed about
the importance of student learning related beliefs or behaviors.
District socio-economic status. Additionally, while city, state, or government
takeover of schools was the least important overall priority of school board members in
the current study (42.42%), when examined through the lens of district socio-economic
status, a statistically significant association was found (p = .008). More school board
members from high poverty or low socio-economic districts (31.6%) than would be
expected by chance indicated government takeover was a very important issue. This
finding could potentially make a great deal of sense in light of educational policy events
occurring concurrently when the survey was administered during the 2011-2012 school
year.
Under NCLB (2002), adequate yearly progress (AYP) was defined, in part, as the
application of “the same high standards of academic achievement to all public elementary
school and secondary school students in the State” as well as the “separate measurable
annual objectives for continuous and substantial improvement” (p. 22) applied to all
students. To ensure that all students were included in achievement efforts, economically
disadvantaged students, students from major racial and ethnic groups, students with
disabilities, and students with limited English proficiency were named specifically in the
legislation. AYP was the annual proficiency level at which a student and school were
expected to perform. AYP calculations were derived to assist in holding schools
increasingly accountable, such that all students would be performing at grade level in
math and reading by 2014, consequently closing the achievement gaps that existed.
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If a school failed to make AYP for two consecutive years, a series of increasingly
prescribed, corrective actions were mandated by NCLB (2002). If a school continued to
fail to meet AYP in the fourth and five consecutive years, the district, led by school board
decisions, was required to implement one of the following restructuring options to
improve student learning: (a) reopen the school as a public charter school; (b) replace all
or most of the school staff (which may include the principal) who are relevant to the
failure to make adequate yearly progress; (c) contract with an outside entity, such as a
private management company, with a demonstrated record of effectiveness, to operate the
school; (d) turn the operation of the school over to the state educational agency, if
permitted under State law and agreed to by the State; or (e) any other major restructuring
of the school’s governance arrangement that makes fundamental reforms, such as
significant changes in the school’s staffing and governance, to improve student academic
achievement in the school and that has substantial promise of enabling the school to make
adequate yearly progress (NCLB, 2002, p. 61).
In September 2011 and at the time the school board member perception survey
used in the current study was distributed, the Department of Education under President
Obama began offering flexibility waivers to state education agencies to help address the
strict accountability provisions of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB, 2002;
USDOE, 2016a). Despite the waiver’s proposed leniency that was intended to recalculate
growth measures and refocus the consequences for failure to make AYP, the previous
ramifications, including some form of government takeover, had already been circulating
for nearly a decade. It is reasonable to suggest the stricter consequences under NCLB
(2002), including varying levels of government involvement, were more well known by
more school board members compared to the recently-released waiver options at the time
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that preceded ESSA (2015).
Furthermore, then-Secretary of Education Arne Duncan stated nearly 82% of
schools were in jeopardy of meeting AYP in 2011 (USDOE, 2011), although the
Department of Education’s Ed Data Express website (USDOE, n.d.) reported the actual
figure at an all-time high of 48% failure across all public schools in the United States in
2011, up from 38% in 2010. As state education agencies from 45 states and the District of
Columbia began submitting applications for flexibility waivers that were gradually
approved throughout 2012, AYP became increasingly obsolete in its then-current form.
The percent of districts achieving AYP plummeted from 52% in 2010-2011 to 39% in
2011-2012 (USDOE, n.d.). In addition, less than half of Title 1 districts, or those that
receive federal funding for being in the highest poverty category, achieved AYP in 20102011, and only 41% of Title 1 districts did in 2011-2012 (USDOE, 2016a). With nearly
60% of high poverty schools failing under NCLB definitions at the time of the survey, it
is reasonable to suggest school board members from high poverty or low socio-economic
districts would be all the more concerned with government takeover than school board
members from medium or high socio-economic districts whose districts were not failing
to make AYP at nearly the same rates.
Research question 2: Reasons that Affected Student Achievement. The
statistical analysis conducted to determine if a relationship existed between school board
members’ perceptions of reasons that adversely affected the board’s ability to increase
student achievement and selected district demographic variables was statistically
significant in six of the 39 chi-square tests for independence. Whereas Speer (1998) and
Hess and Meeks (2010) found nearly 70% of respondents believed funding was the
greatest barrier to student achievement among other issues, similar levels of school board
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members’ perceptions were found in the current study and provide further insight as to
the relationship between selected district demographic variables and reasons perceived to
adversely affect the board’s ability to increase student achievement.
Nearly 70% or more of all school board members in the current study indicated
they strongly agreed or agreed that district lack of funding (76.68%), increasing state and
federal control (72.31%), weak teachers who are difficult to dismiss (72.30%), and public
apathy towards education (67.79%) were the top reasons that adversely affected the
board’s ability to increase student achievement. However, only two of the same top four
reasons, weak teachers and public apathy, produced statistically significant associations
with any of the selected district demographic variables. These findings may suggest that,
like the prioritization of educational issues, there is such strong agreement among board
members’ perceptions in the current study regarding district lack of funding and
increasing state/federal control that no statistically significant association is found when
categorized by district enrollment size, district locale, or district socio-economic status.
District enrollment size. From the thirteen possible reasons provided in the school
board member perception survey that may adversely affect the board’s ability to increase
student achievement, district enrollment size was significantly associated with five
reasons as follows: role confusion between school board members (p = .015), poor board
member relationships (p = .009), teachers’ unions (p = .012), lawsuits (p = .002), and
weak teachers who are difficult to dismiss (p < .001). Patterns among the five reasons are
discussed in this section.
Medium-sized districts. School board members from medium-sized districts stood
apart in their responses to role confusion and poor board member relationships. More
school board members from medium-sized districts than would be expected by chance
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agreed (i.e., strongly agreed or agreed) that poor relationships among board members
(56.1%) was a reason that adversely affected the board’s ability to increase student
achievement, while fewer than expected by chance (34.6%) disagreed (i.e., strongly
disagreed or disagreed) that role confusion between board members was a reason.
Numerous studies have investigated topics addressing role confusion and board
member relations, including superintendent and school board member turnover (Alsbury,
2003, 2004, 2008b), school board member power and motives (Mountford, 2004), school
board member role perception (Danzberger et al., 1992; Delagardelle, 2006; Egelston &
Egelston, 1995; Ford & Ihrke, 2017; Fusarelli, 2006; Goodman et al., 1997; Goodman &
Zimmerman, 2000; McAdams & Cressman, 1997), and definitions of school board
accountability (Ford & Ihrke, 2015; Hochschild, 2005; Maeroff, 2010; Miller, 2008),
among others. Collectively, the research suggests a plethora of potentially political and
apolitical reasons regarding role confusion and school board member relations but tend to
focus on small/rural or large/urban districts. Johnson (2012) stated:
Defining the relationships between a board and its superintendent is key to
leading an effective school district. Without a clear definition of that relationship
and a clear understanding of the roles that define that relationship, a board and its
superintendent can quickly become dysfunctional and lack the cohesiveness
necessary to lead the district effectively. (p. 88)
In 2011-2012, 10% of all 13,567 regular, public districts were medium-sized as
defined by the current study (5,000–14,999), and of those, 43% were located in suburban
communities which tend to have greater concentrations of White and middle-class
families (USDOE, IES, n.d.a). The current study was comprised of 17% of school board
member respondents from medium-sized districts (5,000–14,999), with 51% of those
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situated in suburban communities, containing more than 70% of enrolled students who
identified as White, and 95% in the low or medium free or reduced-price lunch category
(0%–74%) in 2011-2012. With more than half of medium-sized districts situated in
suburban communities, the traditionally more homogeneous nature of many mediumsized districts might suggest school board members would have greater stability, less role
confusion, and fewer challenges with regard to board member relationships; however, the
contrary was found in the current study. It is plausible to consider that a nationwide
financial crisis, the effects of which greatly impacted the housing market, particularly
those situated in suburban and medium-sized communities, brought about changing
demographics and a greater diversity of ideas among school board members in these
communities, a component of the phenomena outlined in dissatisfaction theory
(Iannaccone & Lutz, 1970, 1994; Lutz & Iannaccone, 1978, 1986).
Alsbury (2008b) suggested that in all communities, “It could be argued that the
school board is a microcosm of the current attitudes, joys, and stresses of the citizenry”
(p. 219). In 2011-2012 at the time the school board member perception survey used in the
current study was administered, it is reasonable to suggest that in medium-sized districts,
over half of which were located in suburban communities, the “current attitudes, joys,
and stresses of the citizenry” as described by Alsbury (2008b), reflected a country still
reeling from the “worst financial meltdown since the Great Depression” (U.S FCIC,
2011, p. 3). The housing bubble gave way to economic recession where between
September 2008 and September 2012, approximately 3.9 million households lost their
homes to foreclosure (Schildt, Cytron, Kneebone, & Reid, 2013). Schildt, Cytron,
Kneebone, and Reid (2013) noted that while white and higher-income households are
more likely to purchase homes in suburban areas, nearly 30 percent of families who
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bought or refinanced a home in the suburbs between 2004 and 2008 were low or
moderate income and earned less than 80 percent of the area median income. This shift
made the suburbs home to a more racially and socio-economically diverse range of
families, and potentially a more diverse range of beliefs with regard to educational
priorities and barriers. By 2012, more than 70% of all foreclosures occurred in suburban
areas and totaled an estimated 1.8 million foreclosures with an additional estimated 1.84
million at least 60 days delinquent or in the foreclosure process (Martin, 2011; Schildt et
al., 2013).
With this upheaval, an increased turnover in housing may have contributed to an
increased turnover in board members and/or board members’ beliefs. Blissett and
Alsbury (2017) added, “More diverse ideas on a school board may seem to lead to
increased conflict” (p. 22). If over half of medium-sized districts were located in
suburban communities that were becoming more diverse, it is plausible to suggest a
diversity of ideas among board members may have led to perceived greater role
confusion and perceived poor relationships among board members in medium-sized
districts as found in the current study.
Large districts. Additionally, more school board members from large districts
than would be expected by chance expressed disagreement (i.e., strongly disagreed or
disagreed) that teachers’ unions (63.9%), lawsuits (77.8%), or weak teachers who are
difficult to dismiss (47.2%) were reasons that adversely affected the board’s ability to
increase student achievement. One suggestion for this outcome is that large districts draw
greater public awareness and engagement and are scrutinized more strenuously through
political and legal lenses such as collective bargaining agreements, community
engagement, and special interest groups (Diem, Frankenberg, & Cleary, 2015; Hess,
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2002; Hochbein & Harbour, 2015). Wirt and Kirst (1992) described that as members of
school systems act politically, “The more that the channels to the board and administrator
are swept by regular floods of aroused school constituents, the more the board becomes
responsive” (p. 101). For example, groups often “use political power to satisfy their
values” (Kirst & Wirt, 2009, p. 69), such as supporting or thwarting a school board
member candidate’s bid for election (Hess & Leal, 2005; Moe, 2005). Once elected or in
some cases appointed, it is reasonable to suggest school board members in large districts
would not only be responsive to the values of constituents, but additionally cautious in
suggesting the teachers’ unions or weak teachers were at fault for the board’s inability to
increase student achievement, especially if the teachers’ unions had contributed in any
way to the school board members’ election or appointment. Furthermore, large districts
are often located in more urban areas that tend to be more politically liberal and aligned
more closely with teachers’ union principles. School board members in large districts
may hold more liberal beliefs than medium or small-sized districts that may have also
contributed to their disagreement that teachers’ unions or associated legal and political
reasons adversely affected their ability to increase student achievement.
It is also worth noting that the chi-square value of 20.06 with regard to enrollment
size and weak teachers who are difficult to dismiss was the most significant (p < .001) of
all associations in the current study. However, as McHugh (2013) noted, Cramér’s V
often produces relatively low correlational measures, even for highly significant results.
This appears to be the case for the relationship between weak teachers and enrollment
size, as a Cramér’s V of .18 suggests only a small to medium association.
District socio-economic status. Public apathy was the fourth overall reason
school board members agreed was a reason that adversely affected the board’s ability to
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increase student achievement. When examined through the lens of district socioeconomic status, a statistically significant association was found (p = .012), such that
more school board members from low poverty or high socio-economic districts (32.3%)
indicated disagreement (i.e., strongly disagreed or disagreed) than would be expected by
chance. Parent involvement and/or community engagement with schools could be
interpreted as the antithesis of public apathy. Among other variables, parent involvement
has been studied in relation to parent level of education, income, race, and gender, some
in connection to student achievement. Greater involvement in students’ school
experiences tends to be found from parents who are upper or middle class, White, Asian
or non-immigrant as compared to those who are Black, Latino/a, non-White, immigrant,
and from low economic backgrounds, and have an education level that exceeds a high
school diploma (Chavkin & Williams, 1989; Desimone, 1999; Jeynes, 2007; Schmow,
Lyutykh, & Schmidt, 2011). Schmow, Lyutykh, and Schmidt (2011) observed, “Parents
of those students who received free or reduced lunch were significantly less likely to be
involved at school [public apathy] than those of the students who do not qualify for free
or reduced lunches” (p. 88). It is not difficult to understand why school board members
from low poverty, or otherwise labeled high socio-economic districts, would disagree that
public apathy was a reason that adversely affected the board’s ability to increase student
achievement as their respective communities have been shown to experience higher
levels of parental involvement, arguably the opposite of public apathy.
District locale. No statistically significant associations were found with district
locale and either criterion variable. It is possible that the lack of statistically significant
differences in school board members’ perceptions when examined by locale could be
attributed to an overall similarity of responses for school board members from all locales
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as categorized in the current study. Differences based on school district locale, especially
those of urban and rural districts, have been both editorialized and researched through a
variety of student, teacher, and leader characteristics (Alsbury, 2003; Ford & Ihrke, 2017;
McCloud & McKenzie, 1994; McCracken & Barcinas, 1991). While not significant,
ensuring resources (p = .181) and school board meetings focused on student learning (p =
.176) were the two educational priorities nearest any level of significance with locale.
Likewise, lawsuits (p = .128) and weak teachers (p = .143) were the two reasons that
adversely affected the board’s ability to increase student achievement nearest any level of
significance with locale. Further analysis could potentially reveal why neither criterion
variable was significantly associated with district locale in the current study.
Summary of Results
The outcomes of this study support the contention that selected district
demographic variables are associated with certain school board members’ perceptions.
Two over-arching research questions were each enhanced by three supplemental
questions, one for each of the selected district demographic variables. Statistical analysis
demonstrated district enrollment size and district socio-economic status were associated
with the prioritization of some educational issues and also with some reasons that
adversely affected the board’s ability to increase student achievement. District locale,
however, was not associated with either criterion variable.
School board members’ prioritization of the importance of regularly monitoring
student learning and school board meetings focused on student learning were
significantly associated with district enrollment size, while school board members’
prioritization of city, state, or government takeover of schools was significantly
associated with district socio-economic status. District enrollment size was also

201
significantly associated with school board members’ perceptions of five reasons that
adversely affected the board’s ability to increase student achievement, including (a) role
confusion between school board members, (b) poor board member relationships, (c)
teachers’ unions, (d) lawsuits, and (e) weak teachers who are difficult to dismiss. District
socio-economic status was also significantly associated with public apathy as a reason
that adversely affected the board’s ability to increase student achievement. Analysis of
the significant chi-square relationships produced a small to medium association in all
cases. These findings affirmed the rejection of the null hypothesis aligned to four of the
six hypotheses and suggest that district enrollment size and district socio-economic status
are relevant demographic variables in studying school board members’ perceptions as
related to the prioritization of educational issues and reasons that adversely affected the
board’s ability to increase student achievement.
Limitations. Threats to internal and external validity, item non-response, and
response rates are evaluated to acknowledge potential limitations to the study’s findings.
Internal validity. It is necessary to recognize the use of a previously developed
and administered survey may have introduced some factors that hindered validity. For
example, the answer choices for the prioritization of educational issues in the current
survey included a three-point scale labeled very important, important, and less important.
In performing chi-square tests of independence, the limited answer choices in the first
research question prevented the researcher from being able to logically collapse any
categories to reduce the number of cells with expected frequencies less than five because
the mid-point or neutral answer was in fact, not neutral. If the survey were repeated with
a five-point scale that reflected a measure of neutral importance, the obtained measures
may vary. In addition, the available answer choices for reasons that adversely affected the

202
board’s ability to increase student achievement reflected a four-point scale as follows:
strongly agree, agree, disagree, and strongly disagree. Netermeyer, Bearden, and Sharma
(2003) remarked, “An even number of scale points forces the respondent to have an
opinion, or at least make a weak commitment to what is being expressed in an item” (p.
101). The inability to select an answer that reflected no importance or no agreement in
either the three-point or four-point scale may have elevated or diminished some board
members’ responses potentially threatening the validity of the survey. Additionally, the
forced-selection method of both survey questions identified for further analysis inhibited
the respondent’s ability to identify additional educational priorities or reasons that
adversely affected the board’s ability to increase student achievement beyond those
offered.
Survey length is another potential threat to validity. Despite having been checked
for content validity through expert analysis with piloting (T. L. Alsbury, personal
communication, January 26, 2018), the number of items to include in a scale remains
subjective (Netermeyer, Bearden, & Sharma, 2003). This issue is further complicated by
the nature of the categorical variables analyzed in the current study for which “the
calculations of Cronbach’s alpha and various reliability coefficients are based on the
assumption of normality, which is not achievable in data from rating scales” (Svensson,
2001, p. 48), thus offering no help to the survey developer in balancing brevity and
validity. Fifteen of the 46 survey items were demographic in nature; however, of the
remaining 31 perception-based items, 20 items contained up to 16 subparts, including the
two items identified for further analysis in the current study which contained eight and 13
subparts, respectively.
External validity. A random sample was not used in the current study; therefore,
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care must be exercised in extrapolating the findings beyond the participants studied.
Given the researcher’s desire to investigate the relationship between school board
members’ perceptions and district socio-economic status among other stratified variables,
the inability to match all respondents to an NCES CCD district profile to obtain necessary
information resulted in the exclusion of nearly 20% of available respondents.
Consideration was given to utilizing only board members’ responses from states in which
20% or more of districts would have been represented by one or more school board
members’ response, but this reduction in available responses presented challenges in
continuously violating the chi-square assumption that at least 80% of expected
frequencies be greater than five. In addition, ensuring greater representation of districts in
each state did not conform to the purpose of the current study that emphasized the school
board member as the unit of analysis. In stratifying school board members’ responses by
demographic variables and including several cases of each type, “The researcher can
develop insights into the characteristics of each type, as well as insights into the variation
that exist across types” (Gall et al., 2007, p. 182).
Item non-response. Several school board members did not answer one or all parts
of both research questions. For question 1, “Please indicate how important you think each
of the following issues are for the board to prioritize by marking the level of importance
next to each item,” a nominal amount of school board members failed to answer one or
more of the eight subparts in connection with the question. This could be attributed to
overlooking an item or intentionally skipping an item or two. However, in question 2,
“To what degree does each of the following adversely affect the school board's ability to
increase student achievement?” the number of school board members who failed to
answer one or more of the 13 subparts ranged from 64–71 on most subparts of question 2,
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but jumped to 76 missing responses for “board member relationships with
superintendent” and a maximum of 81 missing responses (12% of total) for effectiveness
of board colleagues. A consistent 64 school board members did not answer all 13
subparts of question 2.
Upon closer inspection of the 64 respondents where data were missing in all
subparts of question 2, 53 respondents were school board members from small districts,
10 were from medium districts, and one was from a large district. Geographically, 34
respondents were school board members from rural districts, 19 were from suburban
districts, 11 were from towns, and none were from urban districts. Inspection of the 81
respondents where data were missing in response to effectiveness of board colleagues
revealed 65 respondents were school board members from small districts, 13 were from
medium districts, and three were from large districts. Geographically, 40 respondents
were school board members from rural districts, 23 were from suburban districts, 16 were
from towns, and two were from urban districts. Thus, the majority of missing responses
came from school board members in small and/or rural districts. Because the items with
the lowest response pertained to perceptions of school board member colleagues and
superintendent relations, this may suggest the non-response of these questions is due to
fear of retaliation, uncertainty regarding the anonymity of responses provided, or other
perceived threats to close-knit community relationships typically found in small and/or
rural districts. Participant fatigue may have also contributed to the reduction in response
rate for this survey item which contained 13 subparts.
Response rates. Another limitation in the data collection process was the
difficulty in calculating response rates. The calculation of response rates is important to
address nonresponse bias and maximize credibility (Fowler, 2009). The 22 states’ school
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board associations that agreed to participate constituted an estimated 6,532 local, public
school districts across the United States in 2011-2012 (USDOE, 2013) whose respective
school board members were invited to participate in the survey through each state’s
school board association. As previously discussed, the predilection to infer that one or
more board members’ responses are representative of the entire school board or district
should be avoided, leaving the individual school board member or member of a shared
demographic group as the appropriate unit of analysis. Obtaining the total number of
school board members across the 6,532 districts at the time of the survey for response
rate calculation was prohibitive. While there are many advantages to web-based surveys
including a significant savings of time and money, response rates for single mode, webbased surveys are generally low (Millar & Dillman, 2011) and vary widely, ranging from
7% to 47% (Nulty, 2008; Schonlau, Fricker, & Elliot, 2002; Shih & Fan, 2008). Spector
(1994) suggested that cross-sectional self-reporting studies “can be quite useful in
providing a picture about how people feel about and view their jobs…cross–sectional
questionnaires can provide a relatively easy first step in studying phenomena of interest”
(p. 390). Spector (1994) continued:
Self-reporting studies should not be automatically dismissed as being an inferior
methodology to others that might have been applied. Where appropriate, their use
should be encouraged. The cross-sectional self-report method has provided
interesting and meaningful data concerning many organizational behavior
questions in the past, and it will undoubtedly continue to make a valuable
contribution to knowledge in the future. (p. 391)
The current study was constructed to provide interesting and meaningful data as
related to school board members’ perceptions and selected district demographics;
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however, the web-based, self-reporting method may have affected participation.
Suggestions for further research. There is a need for future research to further
explore any correlations between school board members’ self-reported perceptions and
observable behaviors. A study of this nature could be designed using a mixed methods
approach to analyze school board members’ perceptions related to student achievement
through survey, observation, and interview to provide a more complete picture of the
phenomena. Isolating school boards in a single state may increase the feasibility of
obtaining a greater number of school board member respondents to strengthen the
generalizability of the results. This would contribute to the body of knowledge that may
assist in illuminating and reducing any gaps between school board members’ perceptions
and behaviors associated with increasing student achievement.
A future study may be designed to replicate the current study with the
following suggestions: (a) eliminate items that did not produce probative results, (b)
use a Likert-scale to ensure consistency, (c) address potential participant fatigue by
reducing the number of subparts in each item, (d) incorporate the collection of
student achievement data to investigate any relationships between school board
members’ perceptions and student achievement, and (e) use the National School
Boards Association’s database to ensure accuracy of the contact data in order to
maximize the survey return rate. These suggested improvements might encourage
additional and complete responses that inform the collaborative work of school board
members and superintendents in meaningful ways. In addition, replication of the
current study using these suggestions with other school board members’ perceptions,
specifically those that pertain to core beliefs about student achievement ability and
the board’s ability to make a positive impact on achievement, may prove insightful
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when examined through district demographic lenses. These items were available in
the school board member perception survey data used in the current study, but
providing a detailed analysis was beyond the scope of the current study.
Implications. While the emphasis of the current study was on school board
members, it is important to recognize the collaborative nature of the school board and
superintendent relationship and the potential usefulness of the study’s findings to
superintendents as well as school board members. Goodman and Zimmerman (2000)
noted:
A strong, collaborative leadership by local school boards and school
superintendents is a key cornerstone of the foundation for high student
achievement. That leadership is essential to forming a community vision for
children, crafting long-range goals and plans for raising the achievement of every
child, improving the professional development and status of teachers and other
staff, and ensuring that the guidance, support, and resources needed for success
are available. (p. 5)
In striving towards the ultimate goal of improving student learning and
achievement for all students, superintendents and school board members alike may utilize
the current study’s findings to more deeply consider how certain school board members’
perceptions and beliefs may both promote and hinder student achievement. For example,
more school board members than expected from large districts expressed a belief about
regularly monitoring student learning as being very important. Meanwhile, more school
board members than expected from medium-sized districts expressed concern with role
confusion and poor board member relationships as reasons that adversely affected their
ability to increase student achievement. While these were perceptions in the current
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study, they are potentially similar and dissimilar, respectively, to school board and
district behaviors reported to be associated with increasing student achievement
(Delagardelle, 2006; Hoffman, 1995; IASB, 2000; LaRocque & Coleman, 1993;
Leithwood & Azah, 2017; Rice et al., 2001; Togneri & Anderson, 2003). An enhanced
understanding of school board members’ perceptions situated across communities that
share common demographic characteristics could help facilitate awareness, determine
capacity, and evaluate the need for on-going professional development to transform such
beliefs into behaviors and policy decisions.
Conclusion
The purpose of this study was to investigate what relationship, if any, existed
between selected district demographic variables and school board members’ perceptions,
specifically as related to the prioritization of key educational issues and perceptions of
reasons that adversely affected the school board’s ability to increase student achievement.
Perceptual data made available from a school board member survey that was created and
administered independently of the current study by Alsbury and Mountford (T. L.
Alsbury, personal communication, April 1, 2015) were analyzed in relation to selected
district demographic variables. This was done to advance both scholarly and practical
knowledge regarding the relevancy of the selected district demographic variables and
school board members’ perceptions.
Significant results were found regarding four of the six stated research questions.
Ample evidence presented in this study suggests the district demographic variables of
enrollment size and socio-economic status were associated with school board members’
prioritization of educational issues and school board members’ perceptions of reasons
that adversely affected the board’s ability to increase student achievement. The results of
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this study are paramount in today’s educational landscape and have important
implications for school board members and superintendents, as well as educational policy
decision-makers. Careful attention and further exploration are warranted on this topic.
The question remains: are the right questions being asked, questions Rada (1988)
referred to as the “complex and probing questions about the governance of local school
districts” (p. 225)? Empirical studies of educational governance, including school boards
and school board members, remain extremely limited (Kotthoff & Klerides, 2015;
Stringfield & Land, 2002), and even more so when investigating the relationship between
board governance and student achievement using reliable methods (Delagardelle, 2008;
Land, 2002). Some researchers have reported on certain school board members’ beliefs
and behaviors that promote student achievement, albeit indirectly (Delagardelle, 2006;
Hoffman, 1995; IASB, 2000; LaRocque & Coleman, 1993; Leithwood & Azah, 2017;
Rice et al., 2001; Togneri & Anderson, 2003). Delagardelle (2008) suggested, “There is a
growing body of research that the beliefs, decisions, and actions of school boards directly
impact the conditions within schools that enable district efforts to improve achievement
to either succeed or fail” (p. 202). Leithwood and Azah (2017) added, “the extent to
which Elected Leadership is related to, or influences, important characteristics of districts
may come as a surprise to those who remain skeptical about the value that trustees
[school board members] add to districts’ efforts to improve student achievement” (p. 38).
If school boards, comprised of individual members such as those emphasized in this
study, do make a difference, “the next broad question…” as Alsbury (2015) suggested,
“…is how that difference is actually made” (p. 4)?
Although individual school board members are not granted authority to act
independently over school or district matters (Danzberger et al., 1992), the individuals
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are key voices of the collective school board that is granted local policy-setting and
decision-making authority on behalf of each state (First & Walberg, 1992; NSBA, 2017;
WSSDA, 2010). As such, it is critical to understand the individual perceptions of school
board members that may contribute to the school board’s collective behaviors and
decisions intended to remove barriers and increase student achievement, a mission
Feuerstein and Opfer (1998) vowed, “is defensible to the extent that perception motivates
political behavior” (p. 379). Delagardelle (2015) noted, “School board members need to
develop sufficient understanding, knowledge, and beliefs in order to create the conditions
within the system that will ensure that professional educators can grow in their
educational expertise and generate productive change” (p. 17). There is an urgent need to
move beyond previous research models that only collect and report school board
members’ perceptions for seemingly informative purposes and begin to use school board
members’ perceptions to shine a light on essential behaviors associated with increasing
student achievement. It is incumbent upon school, district, and policy leaders, including
school board members, to confront perceptions, beliefs, and behaviors that hinder student
achievement in any way, and cultivate school boards and school board members whose
beliefs and subsequent behaviors measurably, not just perceptually, align to the broader
context of increasing student achievement.
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Appendix A
SPSS Statistical Analyses Tables for Research Question 1:
Prioritization of Educational Issues
District_EnrollSize * Importance_StrategicQuestions Crosstabulation
Large

Importance_StrategicQuestions
Important
Less_Important
Very_Important
18
11
8
18.5
10.8
7.7
48.6%
29.7%
21.6%

Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

Medium

Small

Total

37
37
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

2.6%
-.1
58
59.1
49.2%

1.6%
.1
31
34.4
26.3%

1.2%
.1
29
24.5
24.6%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

8.5%
-.1
266
264.4
50.4%

4.5%
-.6
157
153.8
29.7%

4.2%
.9
105
109.8
19.9%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

38.9%
.1
342
342
50.1%

23.0%
.3
199
199
29.1%

15.4%
-.5
142
142
20.8%

683
683
100.0%

% of Total

50.1%

29.1%

20.8%

100.0%

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square

1.480a

df

Asymptotic
Significance (2sided)

4

.83

Likelihood Ratio
1.449
4
.836
N of Valid Cases
683
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 7.69.

Symmetric Measures
Value
Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Total

Phi
Cramer's V

.047
.033
683

Approximate
Significance
.830
.830

5.4%
118
118
100.0%
17.3%
528
528
100.0%
77.3%
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District_EnrollSize * Importance_CutExpenditures Crosstabulation
Large

Importance_CutExpenditures
Important
Less_Important
Very_Important
21
4
12
21.7
2.6
12.7
56.8%
10.8%
32.4%

Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

Medium

Small

Total

37
37
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

3.1%
-.2
68
69.2
57.6%

.6%
.9
12
8.3
10.2%

1.8%
-.2
38
40.5
32.2%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

10.0%
-.1
311
309.1
59.0%

1.8%
1.3
32
37.1
6.1%

5.6%
-.4
184
180.8
34.9%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

45.6%
.1
400
400
58.7%

4.7%
-.8
48
48
7.0%

27.0%
.2
234
234
34.3%

682
682
100.0%

% of Total

58.7%

7.0%

34.3%

100.0%

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square

3.393a

df

Asymptotic
Significance (2sided)

4

.494

Likelihood Ratio
3.124
4
.537
N of Valid Cases
682
a. 1 cells (11.1%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.60.

Symmetric Measures
Value
Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Total

Phi
Cramer's V

.071
.050
682

Approximate
Significance
.494
.494

5.4%
118
118
100.0%
17.3%
527
527
100.0%
77.3%
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District_EnrollSize * Importance_EnsureResources Crosstabulation
Large

Importance_EnsureResources
Important
Less_Important
Very_Important
8
0
29
9.5
.3
27.3
21.6%
.0%
78.4%

Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

Medium

Small

Total

37
37
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

1.2%
-.5
24
30.1
20.3%

.0%
-.5
3
.9
2.5%

4.2%
.3
91
87
77.1%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

3.5%
-1.1
143
135.4
27.0%

.4%
2.3
2
3.9
.4%

13.3%
.4
385
390.7
72.6%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

20.9%
.7
175
175
25.5%

.3%
-1
5
5
.7%

56.2%
-.3
505
505
73.7%

685
685
100.0%

% of Total

25.5%

.7%

73.7%

100.0%

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square

8.763a

df

Asymptotic
Significance (2sided)

4

.067

Likelihood Ratio
7.224
4
.125
N of Valid Cases
685
a. 3 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .27.

Symmetric Measures
Value
Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Total

Phi
Cramer's V

.113
.080
685

Approximate
Significance
.067
.067

5.4%
118
118
100.0%
17.2%
530
530
100.0%
77.4%
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District_EnrollSize * Importance_GovTakeover Crosstabulation
Large

Important
8
9.1
21.6%

Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

Medium

Small

Total

Importance_GovTakeover
Less_Important
Very_Important
21
8
21.3
6.6
56.8%
21.6%

37
37
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

1.2%
-.4
26
29.2
22.0%

3.1%
-.1
70
67.8
59.3%

1.2%
.5
22
21
18.6%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

3.8%
-.6
135
130.7
25.5%

10.2%
.3
302
303.9
57.1%

3.2%
.2
92
94.4
17.4%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

19.7%
.4
169
169
24.7%

44.2%
-.1
393
393
57.5%

13.5%
-.2
122
122
17.8%

684
684
100.0%

% of Total

24.7%

57.5%

17.8%

100.0%

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square

1.111a

df

Asymptotic
Significance (2sided)

4

.892

Likelihood Ratio
1.109
4
.893
N of Valid Cases
684
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 6.60.

Symmetric Measures
Value
Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Total

Phi
Cramer's V

.040
.029

Approximate
Significance
.892
.892
684

5.4%
118
118
100.0%
17.3%
529
529
100.0%
77.3%
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District_EnrollSize * Importance_SBMeetingFocusStuLearn
Crosstabulation
Large

Medium

Small

Total

Importance_SBMeetingFocusStuLearn
Important Less_Important Very_Important
5
0
32
11.2
1
24.8
13.5%
.0%
86.5%

Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

.7%
-1.9
34
35.8
28.8%

.0%
-1
2
3.1
1.7%

4.7%
1.4
82
79.1
69.5%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

5.0%
-.3
169
160.9
31.9%

.3%
-.6
16
13.9
3.0%

12.0%
.3
345
355.1
65.1%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

24.7%
.6
208
208
30.4%

2.3%
.6
18
18
2.6%

50.4%
-.5
459
459
67.0%

685
685
100.0%

% of Total

30.4%

2.6%

67.0%

100.0%

Value

8.123a

df

Asymptotic Significance
(2-sided)

4

.087

Likelihood Ratio
9.87
4
.043
N of Valid Cases
685
a. 2 cells (22.2%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .97.

Symmetric Measures
Value
Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

37
37
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

Chi-Square Tests

Pearson Chi-Square

Total

Phi
Cramer's V

.109
.077
685

Approximate
Significance
.087
.087

5.4%
118
118
100.0%
17.2%
530
530
100.0%
77.4%
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District_EnrollSize * Importance_EnsureCompetentTeachers
Crosstabulation
Large

Medium

Small

Total

Importance_EnsureCompetentTeachers
Important Less_Important Very_Important
4
0
33
8.9
.7
27.4
10.8%
.0%
89.2%

Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

.6%
-1.6
22
28.4
18.6%

.0%
-.8
3
2.2
2.5%

4.8%
1.1
93
87.3
78.8%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

3.2%
-1.2
139
127.7
26.2%

.4%
.5
10
10.1
1.9%

13.6%
.6
381
392.3
71.9%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

20.3%
1
165
165
24.1%

1.5%
0
13
13
1.9%

55.6%
-.6
507
507
74.0%

685
685
100.0%

% of Total

24.1%

1.9%

74.0%

100.0%

Value

7.969a

df

Asymptotic Significance
(2-sided)

4

.093

Likelihood Ratio
9.373
4
.052
N of Valid Cases
685
a. 2 cells (22.2%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .70.

Symmetric Measures
Value
Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

37
37
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

Chi-Square Tests

Pearson Chi-Square

Total

Phi
Cramer's V

.108
.076
685

Approximate
Significance
.093
.093

5.4%
118
118
100.0%
17.2%
530
530
100.0%
77.4%
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District_EnrollSize * Importance_EnsureCompetentLeadership
Crosstabulation
Large

Medium

Small

Total

Importance_EnsureCompetentLeadership
Important Less_Important Very_Important
3
1
33
6.5
.5
30
8.1%
2.7%
89.2%

Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

.4%
-1.4
20
20.7
16.9%

.1%
.6
1
1.7
.8%

4.8%
.6
97
95.5
82.2%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

2.9%
-.2
97
92.8
18.4%

.1%
-.6
8
7.7
1.5%

14.2%
.1
423
427.5
80.1%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

14.2%
.4
120
120
17.6%

1.2%
.1
10
10
1.5%

61.9%
-.2
553
553
81.0%

683
683
100.0%

% of Total

17.6%

1.5%

81.0%

100.0%

Value

3.186a

df

Asymptotic Significance
(2-sided)

4

.527

Likelihood Ratio
3.627
4
.459
N of Valid Cases
683
a. 2 cells (22.2%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .54.

Symmetric Measures
Value
Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

37
37
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

Chi-Square Tests

Pearson Chi-Square

Total

Phi
Cramer's V

.068
.048
683

Approximate
Significance
.527
.527

5.4%
118
118
100.0%
17.3%
528
528
100.0%
77.3%

241
District_EnrollSize * Importance_RegMonitorStuLearn Crosstabulation
Large

Medium

Small

Total

Importance_RegMonitorStuLearn
Important Less_Important Very_Important
5
0
32
13.5
1.8
21.8
13.5%
.0%
86.5%

Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

.7%
-2.3
44
42.9
37.3%

.0%
-1.3
6
5.7
5.1%

4.7%
2.2
68
69.4
57.6%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

6.5%
.2
199
191.6
37.8%

.9%
.1
27
25.5
5.1%

10.0%
-.2
301
309.9
57.1%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

29.2%
.5
248
248
36.4%

4.0%
.3
33
33
4.8%

44.1%
-.5
401
401
58.8%

682
682
100.0%

% of Total

36.4%

4.8%

58.8%

100.0%

Value

12.622a

df

Asymptotic Significance
(2-sided)

4

.013

Likelihood Ratio
15.49
4
.004
N of Valid Cases
682
a. 1 cells (11.1%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.79.

Symmetric Measures
Value
Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

37
37
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

Chi-Square Tests

Pearson Chi-Square

Total

Phi
Cramer's V

.136
.096
682

Approximate
Significance
.013
.013

5.4%
118
118
100.0%
17.3%
527
527
100.0%
77.3%

242
District_Locale * Importance_StrategicQuestions Crosstabulation
Importance_StrategicQuestions
Important
Less_Important
Very_Important
City

Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total

Rural

Suburb

Town

Total

28
29
48.3%
4.1%
-.2
141
146.2
48.3%
20.6%
-.4
90
87.6
51.4%
13.2%
.3
83
79.1
52.5%
12.2%
.4
342
342
50.1%
50.1%

11
16.9
19.0%
1.6%
-1.4
91
85.1
31.2%
13.3%
.6
52
51
29.7%
7.6%
.1
45
46
28.5%
6.6%
-.2
199
199
29.1%
29.1%

19
12.1
32.8%
2.8%
2
60
60.7
20.5%
8.8%
-.1
33
36.4
18.9%
4.8%
-.6
30
32.8
19.0%
4.4%
-.5
142
142
20.8%
20.8%

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square

7.559a

df

Asymptotic
Significance (2sided)

6

.272

Likelihood Ratio
7.258
6
.298
N of Valid Cases
683
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 12.06.

Symmetric Measures
Value
Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Phi
Cramer's V

.105
.074
683

Approximate
Significance
.272
.272

Total
58
58
100.0%
8.5%
292
292
100.0%
42.8%
175
175
100.0%
25.6%
158
158
100.0%
23.1%
683
683
100.0%
100.0%

243
District_Locale * Importance_CutExpenditures Crosstabulation
Important
City

Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total

Rural

Suburb

Town

Total

Importance_CutExpenditures
Less_Important
Very_Important

31
34
53.4%
4.5%
-.5
178
171.8
60.8%
26.1%
.5
93
101.5
53.8%
13.6%
-.8
98
92.7
62.0%
14.4%
.6
400
400
58.7%
58.7%

5
4.1
8.6%
.7%
.5
15
20.6
5.1%
2.2%
-1.2
14
12.2
8.1%
2.1%
.5
14
11.1
8.9%
2.1%
.9
48
48
7.0%
7.0%

22
19.9
37.9%
3.2%
.5
100
100.5
34.1%
14.7%
-.1
66
59.4
38.2%
9.7%
.9
46
54.2
29.1%
6.7%
-1.1
234
234
34.3%
34.3%

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square

6.470a

df

Asymptotic
Significance (2sided)

6

.373

Likelihood Ratio
6.603
6
.359
N of Valid Cases
682
a. 1 cells (8.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 4.08.

Symmetric Measures
Value
Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Phi
Cramer's V

.097
.069
682

Approximate
Significance
.373
.373

Total
58
58
100.0%
8.5%
293
293
100.0%
43.0%
173
173
100.0%
25.4%
158
158
100.0%
23.2%
682
682
100.0%
100.0%

244
District_Locale * Importance_EnsureResources Crosstabulation
Importance_EnsureResources
Important
Less_Important
Very_Important
City

Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total

Rural

Suburb

Town

Total

12
14.8
20.7%
1.8%
-.7
76
75.1
25.9%
11.1%
.1
40
44.5
23.0%
5.8%
-.7
47
40.6
29.6%
6.9%
1
175
175
25.5%
25.5%

2
.4
3.4%
.3%
2.4
1
2.1
.3%
.1%
-.8
2
1.3
1.1%
.3%
.6
0
1.2
.0%
.0%
-1.1
5
5
.7%
.7%

44
42.8
75.9%
6.4%
.2
217
216.7
73.8%
31.7%
0
132
128.3
75.9%
19.3%
.3
112
117.2
70.4%
16.4%
-.5
505
505
73.7%
73.7%

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square

df

10.435a

Asymptotic
Significance (2sided)

6

.108

Likelihood Ratio
8.877
6
.181
N of Valid Cases
685
a. 4 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .42.

Symmetric Measures
Value
Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Phi
Cramer's V

.123
.087
685

Approximate
Significance
.108
.108

Total
58
58
100.0%
8.5%
294
294
100.0%
42.9%
174
174
100.0%
25.4%
159
159
100.0%
23.2%
685
685
100.0%
100.0%

245
District_Locale * Importance_GovTakeover Crosstabulation
Important
City

Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total

Rural

Suburb

Town

Total

Importance_GovTakeover
Less_Important
Very_Important

13
14.3
22.4%
1.9%
-.4
83
72.1
28.4%
12.1%
1.3
37
43.2
21.1%
5.4%
-.9
36
39.3
22.6%
5.3%
-.5
169
169
24.7%
24.7%

35
33.3
60.3%
5.1%
.3
151
167.8
51.7%
22.1%
-1.3
113
100.5
64.6%
16.5%
1.2
94
91.4
59.1%
13.7%
.3
393
393
57.5%
57.5%

10
10.3
17.2%
1.5%
-.1
58
52.1
19.9%
8.5%
.8
25
31.2
14.3%
3.7%
-1.1
29
28.4
18.2%
4.2%
.1
122
122
17.8%
17.8%

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square

8.246a

df

Asymptotic
Significance (2sided)

6

.221

Likelihood Ratio
8.292
6
.217
N of Valid Cases
684
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 10.35.

Symmetric Measures
Value
Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Phi
Cramer's V

.110
.078
684

Approximate
Significance
.221
.221

Total
58
58
100.0%
8.5%
292
292
100.0%
42.7%
175
175
100.0%
25.6%
159
159
100.0%
23.2%
684
684
100.0%
100.0%

246
District_Locale * Importance_SBMtgFocusStuLearn Crosstabulation
Importance_SBMtgFocusStuLearn
Important
Less_Important
Very_Important
City

Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total

Rural

Suburb

Town

Total

15
17.3
26.3%
2.2%
-.6
100
89.3
34.0%
14.6%
1.1
47
53.1
26.9%
6.9%
-.8
46
48.3
28.9%
6.7%
-.3
208
208
30.4%
30.4%

0
1.5
.0%
.0%
-1.2
11
7.7
3.7%
1.6%
1.2
4
4.6
2.3%
.6%
-.3
3
4.2
1.9%
.4%
-.6
18
18
2.6%
2.6%

42
38.2
73.7%
6.1%
.6
183
197
62.2%
26.7%
-1
124
117.3
70.9%
18.1%
.6
110
106.5
69.2%
16.1%
.3
459
459
67.0%
67.0%

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square

7.583a

df

Asymptotic
Significance (2sided)

6

.27

Likelihood Ratio
8.959
6
.176
N of Valid Cases
685
a. 3 cells (25.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.50.

Symmetric Measures
Value
Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Phi
Cramer's V

.105
.074
685

Approximate
Significance
.270
.270

Total
57
57
100.0%
8.3%
294
294
100.0%
42.9%
175
175
100.0%
25.5%
159
159
100.0%
23.2%
685
685
100.0%
100.0%

247
District_Locale * Importance_EnsureCompetentTeachers Crosstabulation
Importance_EnsureCompetentTeachers
Important
Less_Important
Very_Important
City

Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total

Rural

Suburb

Town

Total

13
14
22.4%
1.9%
-.3
81
70.8
27.6%
11.8%
1.2
35
42.2
20.0%
5.1%
-1.1
36
38.1
22.8%
5.3%
-.3
165
165
24.1%
24.1%

1
1.1
1.7%
.1%
-.1
3
5.6
1.0%
.4%
-1.1
6
3.3
3.4%
.9%
1.5
3
3
1.9%
.4%
0
13
13
1.9%
1.9%

44
42.9
75.9%
6.4%
.2
210
217.6
71.4%
30.7%
-.5
134
129.5
76.6%
19.6%
.4
119
116.9
75.3%
17.4%
.2
507
507
74.0%
74.0%

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square

6.702a

df

Asymptotic
Significance (2sided)

6

.349

Likelihood Ratio
6.539
6
.366
N of Valid Cases
685
a. 3 cells (25.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.10.

Symmetric Measures
Value
Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Phi
Cramer's V

.099
.070
685

Approximate
Significance
.349
.349

Total
58
58
100.0%
8.5%
294
294
100.0%
42.9%
175
175
100.0%
25.5%
158
158
100.0%
23.1%
685
685
100.0%
100.0%

248
District_Locale * Importance_EnsureCompetentLeadership Crosstabulation
Importance_EnsureCompetentLeadership
Important
Less_Important
Very_Important
City

Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total

Rural

Suburb

Town

Total

12
10.2
20.7%
1.8%
.6
57
51.3
19.5%
8.3%
.8
25
30.7
14.3%
3.7%
-1
26
27.8
16.5%
3.8%
-.3
120
120
17.6%
17.6%

0
.8
.0%
.0%
-.9
3
4.3
1.0%
.4%
-.6
5
2.6
2.9%
.7%
1.5
2
2.3
1.3%
.3%
-.2
10
10
1.5%
1.5%

46
47
79.3%
6.7%
-.1
232
236.4
79.5%
34.0%
-.3
145
141.7
82.9%
21.2%
.3
130
127.9
82.3%
19.0%
.2
553
553
81.0%
81.0%

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square

5.944a

df

Asymptotic
Significance (2sided)

6

.429

Likelihood Ratio
6.368
6
.383
N of Valid Cases
683
a. 4 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .85.

Symmetric Measures
Value
Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Phi
Cramer's V

.093
.066
683

Approximate
Significance
.429
.429

Total
58
58
100.0%
8.5%
292
292
100.0%
42.8%
175
175
100.0%
25.6%
158
158
100.0%
23.1%
683
683
100.0%
100.0%

249
District_Locale * Importance_RegMonitorStuLearn Crosstabulation
Importance_RegMonitorStuLearn
Important
Less_Important
Very_Important
City

Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total

Rural

Suburb

Town

Total

16
21.1
27.6%
2.3%
-1.1
108
105.8
37.1%
15.8%
.2
63
63.6
36.0%
9.2%
-.1
61
57.5
38.6%
8.9%
.5
248
248
36.4%
36.4%

2
2.8
3.4%
.3%
-.5
16
14.1
5.5%
2.3%
.5
9
8.5
5.1%
1.3%
.2
6
7.6
3.8%
.9%
-.6
33
33
4.8%
4.8%

40
34.1
69.0%
5.9%
1
167
171.1
57.4%
24.5%
-.3
103
102.9
58.9%
15.1%
0
91
92.9
57.6%
13.3%
-.2
401
401
58.8%
58.8%

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square

3.537a

df

Asymptotic
Significance (2sided)

6

.739

Likelihood Ratio
3.635
6
.726
N of Valid Cases
682
a. 1 cells (8.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.81.

Symmetric Measures
Value
Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Phi
Cramer's V

.072
.051
682

Approximate
Significance
.739
.739

Total
58
58
100.0%
8.5%
291
291
100.0%
42.7%
175
175
100.0%
25.7%
158
158
100.0%
23.2%
682
682
100.0%
100.0%

250
District_FreeReduced * Importance_StrategicQuestions Crosstabulation
Importance_StrategicQuestions
Important Less_Important Very_Important
High

Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

Low

Medium

Total

19
47.4%

11
11.1
28.9%

9
7.9
23.7%

38
38
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

2.6%
-.2
109
109.5
49.8%

1.6%
0
58
63.9
26.5%

1.3%
.4
52
45.6
23.7%

5.6%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

16.0%
0
214
212.5
50.4%

8.5%
-.7
130
124
30.6%

7.6%
.9
81
88.5
19.1%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

31.4%
.1
341
341
50.0%

19.1%
.5
199
199
29.2%

11.9%
-.8
142
142
20.8%

682
682
100.0%

% of Total

50.0%

29.2%

20.8%

100.0%

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square

df

Asymptotic
Significance (2-sided)

2.583a

4

.63

2.57
682

4

.632

Likelihood Ratio
N of Valid Cases

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 7.91.

Symmetric Measures
Value

Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Total

Approximate
Significance

Phi

.062

.630

Cramer's V

.044

.630

682

219
219
100.0%
32.1%
425
425
100.0%
62.3%

251
District_FreeReduced * Importance_CutExpenditures Crosstabulation
Importance_CutExpenditures
Important Less_Important Very_Important
High

Low

Medium

Total

Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

21
22.3
55.3%

0
2.7
.0%

17
13
44.7%

38
38
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

3.1%
-.3
123
129.2
55.9%

.0%
-1.6
19
15.5
8.6%

2.5%
1.1
78
75.3
35.5%

5.6%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

18.1%
-.5
256
248.5
60.5%

2.8%
.9
29
29.8
6.9%

11.5%
.3
138
144.7
32.6%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

37.6%
.5
400
400
58.7%

4.3%
-.1
48
48
7.0%

20.3%
-.6
233
233
34.2%

681
681
100.0%

% of Total

58.7%

7.0%

34.2%

100.0%

Chi-Square Tests

Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
N of Valid Cases

Value

df

Asymptotic
Significance (2-sided)

5.736a

4

.22

8.259
681

4

.083

a. 1 cells (11.1%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.68.

Symmetric Measures
Value

Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Total

Approximate
Significance

Phi

.092

.220

Cramer's V

.065

.220

681

220
220
100.0%
32.3%
423
423
100.0%
62.1%

252
District_FreeReduced * Importance_EnsureResources Crosstabulation
Importance_EnsureResources
Important Less_Important Very_Important
High

Low

Medium

Total

Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

8
9.7
21.1%

0
.3
.0%

30
28
78.9%

38
38
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

1.2%
-.6
51
56.3
23.2%

.0%
-.5
0
1.6
.0%

4.4%
.4
169
162.1
76.8%

5.6%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

7.5%
-.7
116
109
27.2%

.0%
-1.3
5
3.1
1.2%

24.7%
.5
305
313.9
71.6%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

17.0%
.7
175
175
25.6%

.7%
1.1
5
5
.7%

44.6%
-.5
504
504
73.7%

684
684
100.0%

% of Total

25.6%

.7%

73.7%

100.0%

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
N of Valid Cases

df

Asymptotic
Significance (2-sided)

4.969a

4

.291

6.697
684

4

.153

a. 3 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .28.

Symmetric Measures
Value

Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Total

Approximate
Significance

Phi

.085

.291

Cramer's V

.060

.291

684

220
220
100.0%
32.2%
426
426
100.0%
62.3%

253
District_FreeReduced * Importance_GovTakeover Crosstabulation
Important
High

Low

Medium

Total

Importance_GovTakeover
Less_Important Very_Important

Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

7
9.4
18.4%

19
21.8
50.0%

12
6.8
31.6%

38
38
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

1.0%
-.8
47
54.7
21.3%

2.8%
-.6
145
126.8
65.6%

1.8%
2
29
39.5
13.1%

5.6%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

6.9%
-1
115
104.9
27.1%

21.2%
1.6
228
243.3
53.8%

4.2%
-1.7
81
75.7
19.1%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

16.8%
1
169
169
24.7%

33.4%
-1
392
392
57.4%

11.9%
.6
122
122
17.9%

683
683
100.0%

% of Total

24.7%

57.4%

17.9%

100.0%

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
N of Valid Cases

df

Asymptotic
Significance (2-sided)

13.742a

4

.008

13.273
683

4

.01

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 6.79.

Symmetric Measures
Value

Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Total

Approximate
Significance

Phi

.142

.008

Cramer's V

.100

.008

683

221
221
100.0%
32.4%
424
424
100.0%
62.1%

254
District_FreeReduced * Importance_SBMtgFocusStuLearn Crosstabulation
Importance_SBMtgFocusStuLearn
Important Less_Important Very_Important
High

Low

Medium

Total

Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

14
11.5
36.8%

0
1
.0%

24
25.5
63.2%

38
38
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

2.0%
.7
65
66.6
29.5%

.0%
-1
5
5.8
2.3%

3.5%
-.3
150
147.6
68.2%

5.6%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

9.5%
-.2
128
128.9
30.0%

.7%
-.3
13
11.2
3.1%

21.9%
.2
285
285.9
66.9%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

18.7%
-.1
207
207
30.3%

1.9%
.5
18
18
2.6%

41.7%
-.1
459
459
67.1%

684
684
100.0%

% of Total

30.3%

2.6%

67.1%

100.0%

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
N of Valid Cases

df

Asymptotic
Significance (2-sided)

2.110a

4

.716

3.067
684

4

.547

a. 1 cells (11.1%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.00.

Symmetric Measures
Value

Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Total

Approximate
Significance

Phi

.056

.716

Cramer's V

.039

.716

684

220
220
100.0%
32.2%
426
426
100.0%
62.3%
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District_FreeReduced * Importance_EnsureCompetentTeachers
Crosstabulation
High

Importance_EnsureCompetentTeachers
Important Less_Important Very_Important
12
0
26
9.2
.7
28.1
31.6%
.0%
68.4%

Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

Low

Medium

Total

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

1.8%
.9
49
53.3
22.2%

.0%
-.8
4
4.2
1.8%

3.8%
-.4
168
163.5
76.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

7.2%
-.6
104
102.5
24.5%

.6%
-.1
9
8.1
2.1%

24.6%
.4
312
314.4
73.4%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

15.2%
.1
165
165
24.1%

1.3%
.3
13
13
1.9%

45.6%
-.1
506
506
74.0%

684
684
100.0%

% of Total

24.1%

1.9%

74.0%

100.0%

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio

df

Asymptotic
Significance (2-sided)

2.384a

4

.665

3.037

4

.552

N of Valid Cases

684

a. 2 cells (22.2%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .72.

Symmetric Measures
Value

Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Total
38
38
100.0%

Approximate
Significance

Phi

.059

.665

Cramer's V

.042

.665

684

5.6%
221
221
100.0%
32.3%
425
425
100.0%
62.1%
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District_FreeReduced * Importance_EnsureCompetentLeadership
Crosstabulation
High

Importance_EnsureCompetentLeadership
Important Less_Important Very_Important
9
0
29
6.7
.6
30.8
23.7%
.0%
76.3%

Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

Low

Medium

Total

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

1.3%
.9
36
38.7
16.4%

.0%
-.7
4
3.2
1.8%

4.3%
-.3
180
178.1
81.8%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

5.3%
-.4
75
74.6
17.7%

.6%
.4
6
6.2
1.4%

26.4%
.1
343
343.2
80.9%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

11.0%
0
120
120
17.6%

.9%
-.1
10
10
1.5%

50.3%
0
552
552
80.9%

682
682
100.0%

% of Total

17.6%

1.5%

80.9%

100.0%

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio

df

Asymptotic
Significance (2-sided)

1.864a

4

.761

2.336

4

.674

N of Valid Cases

682

a. 2 cells (22.2%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .56.

Symmetric Measures
Value

Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Total
38
38
100.0%

Approximate
Significance

Phi

.052

.761

Cramer's V

.037

.761

682

5.6%
220
220
100.0%
32.3%
424
424
100.0%
62.2%
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District_FreeReduced * Importance_RegMonitorStuLearn Crosstabulation
Importance_RegMonitorStuLearn
Important Less_Important Very_Important
High

Low

Medium

Total

Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

13
13.4
35.1%

0
1.8
.0%

24
21.8
64.9%

37
37
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

1.9%
-.1
91
79.4
41.6%

.0%
-1.3
11
10.6
5.0%

3.5%
.5
117
129
53.4%

5.4%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

13.4%
1.3
143
154.1
33.6%

1.6%
.1
22
20.6
5.2%

17.2%
-1.1
260
250.3
61.2%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

21.0%
-.9
247
247
36.3%

3.2%
.3
33
33
4.8%

38.2%
.6
401
401
58.9%

681
681
100.0%

% of Total

36.3%

4.8%

58.9%

100.0%

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
N of Valid Cases

df

Asymptotic
Significance (2-sided)

6.120a

4

.19

7.878
681

4

.096

a. 1 cells (11.1%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.79.

Symmetric Measures
Value

Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Total

Approximate
Significance

Phi

.095

.190

Cramer's V

.067

.190

681

219
219
100.0%
32.2%
425
425
100.0%
62.4%
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Appendix B
Statistical Analyses Tables for Research Question 2:
Reasons Adversely Affected the Board’s Ability to Increase Student Achievement
District_EnrollSize * Agreement_RoleConfusion Crosstabulation
Large

Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

Medium

Small

Total

Agreement_RoleConfusion
Agree
Disagree
Total
19
17
36
19
17
36
52.8%
47.2%
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

3.1%
0
70
56.4
65.4%

2.7%
0
37
50.6
34.6%

5.8%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

11.3%
1.8
238
251.6
49.9%

6.0%
-1.9
239
225.4
50.1%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

38.4%
-.9
327
327
52.7%

38.5%
.9
293
293
47.3%

620
620
100.0%

% of Total

52.7%

47.3%

100.0%

107
107
100.0%
17.3%
477
477
100.0%
76.9%

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square

8.452a

df

Asymptotic
Significance
(2-sided)

2

.015

Likelihood Ratio
8.593
2
.014
N of Valid Cases
620
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 17.01.

Symmetric Measures
Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Phi
Cramer's V

Value

Approximate
Significance

.117
.117
620

.015
.015
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District_EnrollSize * Agreement_LackFunding Crosstabulation
Large

Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

Medium

Small

Total

Agreement_LackFunding
Agree
Disagree
Total
32
4
36
30.4
5.6
36
88.9%
11.1%
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

5.1%
.3
90
91.3
83.3%

.6%
-.7
18
16.7
16.7%

5.8%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

14.5%
-.1
404
404.2
84.5%

2.9%
.3
74
73.8
15.5%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

65.0%
0
526
526
84.6%

11.9%
0
96
96
15.4%

622
622
100.0%

% of Total

84.6%

15.4%

100.0%

108
108
100.0%
17.4%
478
478
100.0%
76.8%

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square

.642a

df

Asymptotic
Significance
(2-sided)

2

.725

Likelihood Ratio
.686
2
.71
N of Valid Cases
622
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 5.56.

Symmetric Measures
Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Phi
Cramer's V

Value

Approximate
Significance

.032
.032
622

.725
.725
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District_EnrollSize * Agreement_PublicApathy Crosstabulation
Large

Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

Medium

Small

Total

Agreement_PublicApathy
Agree
Disagree
Total
22
14
36
27
9
36
61.1%
38.9%
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

3.5%
-1
79
80.3
73.8%

2.3%
1.7
28
26.8
26.2%

5.8%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

12.7%
-.1
364
357.8
76.3%

4.5%
.2
113
119.3
23.7%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

58.7%
.3
465
465
75.0%

18.2%
-.6
155
155
25.0%

620
620
100.0%

% of Total

75.0%

25.0%

100.0%

107
107
100.0%
17.3%
477
477
100.0%
76.9%

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square

4.218a

df

Asymptotic
Significance
(2-sided)

2

.121

Likelihood Ratio
3.879
2
.144
N of Valid Cases
620
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 9.00.

Symmetric Measures
Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Phi
Cramer's V

Value

Approximate
Significance

.082
.082
620

.121
.121
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District_EnrollSize * Agreement_BoardMemberRelationships
Crosstabulation
Large

Medium

Small

Total

Agreement_BoardMemberRelationshis
Agree
Disagree
Total
16
20
36
15.5
20.5
36
44.4%
55.6%
100.0%

Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

2.6%
.1
60
46
56.1%

3.2%
-.1
47
61
43.9%

5.8%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

9.7%
2.1
190
204.5
39.9%

7.6%
-1.8
286
271.5
60.1%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

30.7%
-1
266
266
43.0%

46.2%
.9
353
353
57.0%

619
619
100.0%

% of Total

43.0%

57.0%

100.0%

107
107
100.0%
17.3%
476
476
100.0%
76.9%

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square

9.342a

df

Asymptotic
Significance
(2-sided)

2

.009

Likelihood Ratio
9.255
2
.01
N of Valid Cases
619
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 15.47.

Symmetric Measures
Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Phi
Cramer's V

Value

Approximate
Significance

.123
.123
619

.009
.009
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District_EnrollSize * Agreement_IncreaseStateFedControl Crosstabulation
Large

Medium

Small

Total

Agreement_IncreaseStateFedControl
Agree
Disagree
Total
27
9
36
28.8
7.2
36
75.0%
25.0%
100.0%

Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

4.4%
-.3
93
85.7
86.9%

1.5%
.7
14
21.3
13.1%

5.8%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

15.0%
.8
376
381.4
79.0%

2.3%
-1.6
100
94.6
21.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

60.7%
-.3
496
496
80.1%

16.2%
.6
123
123
19.9%

619
619
100.0%

% of Total

80.1%

19.9%

100.0%

107
107
100.0%
17.3%
476
476
100.0%
76.9%

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square

4.077a

df

Asymptotic
Significance
(2-sided)

2

.13

Likelihood Ratio
4.365
2
.113
N of Valid Cases
619
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 7.15.

Symmetric Measures
Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Phi
Cramer's V

Value

Approximate
Significance

.081
.081
619

.130
.130
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District_EnrollSize * Agreement_IncreaseStuDiversity Crosstabulation
Large

Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

Medium

Small

Total

Agreement_IncreaseStuDiversity
Agree
Disagree
Total
14
22
36
10.6
25.4
36
38.9%
61.1%
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

2.3%
1
32
31.5
29.9%

3.6%
-.7
75
75.5
70.1%

5.8%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

5.2%
.1
136
140
28.6%

12.1%
-.1
340
336
71.4%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

22.0%
-.3
182
182
29.4%

54.9%
.2
437
437
70.6%

619
619
100.0%

% of Total

29.4%

70.6%

100.0%

107
107
100.0%
17.3%
476
476
100.0%
76.9%

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square

1.732a

df

Asymptotic
Significance
(2-sided)

2

.421

Likelihood Ratio
1.653
2
.438
N of Valid Cases
619
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 10.58.

Symmetric Measures
Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Phi
Cramer's V

Value

Approximate
Significance

.053
.053
619

.421
.421
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District_EnrollSize * Agreement_TeachersUnion Crosstabulation
Large

Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

Medium

Small

Total

Agreement_TeachersUnion
Agree
Disagree
Total
13
23
36
21.2
14.8
36
36.1%
63.9%
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

2.1%
-1.8
61
63.1
57.0%

3.7%
2.1
46
43.9
43.0%

5.8%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

9.9%
-.3
289
278.7
61.1%

7.5%
.3
184
194.3
38.9%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

46.9%
.6
363
363
58.9%

29.9%
-.7
253
253
41.1%

616
616
100.0%

% of Total

58.9%

41.1%

100.0%

107
107
100.0%
17.4%
473
473
100.0%
76.8%

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square

8.828a

df

Asymptotic
Significance
(2-sided)

2

.012

Likelihood Ratio
8.68
2
.013
N of Valid Cases
616
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 14.79.

Symmetric Measures
Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Phi
Cramer's V

Value

Approximate
Significance

.120
.120
616

.012
.012
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District_EnrollSize * Agreement_Lawsuits Crosstabulation
Large

Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

Medium

Small

Total

Agreement_Lawsuits
Agree
Disagree
Total
8
28
36
18.4
17.6
36
22.2%
77.8%
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

1.3%
-2.4
57
54.3
53.8%

4.6%
2.5
49
51.7
46.2%

5.9%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

9.3%
.4
250
242.3
52.9%

8.0%
-.4
223
230.7
47.1%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

40.7%
.5
315
315
51.2%

36.3%
-.5
300
300
48.8%

615
615
100.0%

% of Total

51.2%

48.8%

100.0%

106
106
100.0%
17.2%
473
473
100.0%
76.9%

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square

df

12.898a

Asymptotic
Significance
(2-sided)

2

.002

Likelihood Ratio
13.548
2
.001
N of Valid Cases
615
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 17.56.

Symmetric Measures
Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Phi
Cramer's V

Value

Approximate
Significance

.145
.145
615

.002
.002
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District_EnrollSize * Agreement_WeakTeachers Crosstabulation
Large

Agreement_WeakTeachers
Agree
Disagree
Total
19
17
36
28.9
7.1
36
52.8%
47.2%
100.0%

Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

Medium

Small

Total

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

3.1%
-1.8
84
86.8
77.8%

2.8%
3.7
24
21.2
22.2%

5.8%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

13.6%
-.3
393
380.2
83.1%

3.9%
.6
80
92.8
16.9%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

63.7%
.7
496
496
80.4%

13.0%
-1.3
121
121
19.6%

617
617
100.0%

% of Total

80.4%

19.6%

100.0%

108
108
100.0%
17.5%
473
473
100.0%
76.7%

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square

df

20.060a

Asymptotic
Significance
(2-sided)

2

0

Likelihood Ratio
16.606
2
0
N of Valid Cases
617
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 7.06.

Symmetric Measures
Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Phi
Cramer's V

Value

Approximate
Significance

.180
.180
617

.000
.000
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District_EnrollSize * Agreement_SuperintendentEffectiveness
Crosstabulation
Large

Agreement_SuperintendentEffectiveness
Agree
Disagree
Total
22
14
36
23.7
12.3
36
61.1%
38.9%
100.0%

Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

Medium

Small

Total

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

3.6%
-.3
81
70.4
75.7%

2.3%
.5
26
36.6
24.3%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

13.1%
1.3
303
311.9
63.9%

4.2%
-1.8
171
162.1
36.1%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

49.1%
-.5
406
406
65.8%

27.7%
.7
211
211
34.2%

617
617
100.0%

% of Total

65.8%

34.2%

100.0%

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square

5.754a

df

Asymptotic
Significance
(2-sided)

2

.056

Likelihood Ratio
6.014
2
.049
N of Valid Cases
617
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 12.31.

Symmetric Measures
Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Phi
Cramer's V

Value

Approximate
Significance

.097
.097
617

.056
.056

5.8%
107
107
100.0%
17.3%
474
474
100.0%
76.8%
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District_EnrollSize * Agreement_BoardMemberEffectiveness
Crosstabulation
Large

Medium

Small

Total

Agreement_BoardMemberEffectiveness
Agree
Disagree
Total
18
16
34
20.7
13.3
34
52.9%
47.1%
100.0%

Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

3.0%
-.6
73
64
69.5%

2.6%
.8
32
41
30.5%

5.6%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

12.1%
1.1
278
284.2
59.7%

5.3%
-1.4
188
181.8
40.3%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

46.0%
-.4
369
369
61.0%

31.1%
.5
236
236
39.0%

605
605
100.0%

% of Total

61.0%

39.0%

100.0%

105
105
100.0%
17.4%
466
466
100.0%
77.0%

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square

4.488a

df

Asymptotic
Significance
(2-sided)

2

.106

Likelihood Ratio
4.575
2
.102
N of Valid Cases
605
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 13.26.

Symmetric Measures
Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Phi
Cramer's V

Value

Approximate
Significance

.086
.086
605

.106
.106
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District_EnrollSize * Agreement_LackSBPay Crosstabulation
Large

Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

Medium

Small

Total

Agreement_LackSBPay
Agree
Disagree
Total
3
33
36
3.2
32.8
36
8.3%
91.7%
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

.5%
-.1
9
9.5
8.4%

5.3%
0
98
97.5
91.6%

5.8%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

1.5%
-.2
43
42.3
9.1%

15.9%
.1
431
431.7
90.9%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

7.0%
.1
55
55
8.9%

69.9%
0
562
562
91.1%

617
617
100.0%

% of Total

8.9%

91.1%

100.0%

107
107
100.0%
17.3%
474
474
100.0%
76.8%

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square

.063a

df

Asymptotic
Significance
(2-sided)

2

.969

Likelihood Ratio
.064
2
.969
N of Valid Cases
617
a. 1 cells (16.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 3.21.

Symmetric Measures
Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Phi
Cramer's V

Value

Approximate
Significance

.010
.010
617

.969
.969

270
District_EnrollSize *
Agreement_BoardMemberRelationships_w_Leadership Crosstabulation
Large

Agreement_BoardMemberRelationships_w_Leadership
Agree
Disagree
Total
16
19
35
19.3
15.7
35
45.7%
54.3%
100.0%

Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

Medium

Small

Total

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

2.6%
-.7
65
58.9
60.7%

3.1%
.8
42
48.1
39.3%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

10.7%
.8
255
257.8
54.5%

6.9%
-.9
213
210.2
45.5%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within
District_EnrollSize

41.8%
-.2
336
336
55.1%

34.9%
.2
274
274
44.9%

610
610
100.0%

% of Total

55.1%

44.9%

100.0%

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square

2.697a

df

Asymptotic
Significance
(2-sided)

2

.26

Likelihood Ratio
2.702
2
.259
N of Valid Cases
610
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 15.72.

Symmetric Measures
Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Phi
Cramer's V

Value

Approximate
Significance

.066
.066
610

.260
.260

5.7%
107
107
100.0%
17.5%
468
468
100.0%
76.7%

271
District_Locale * Agreement_RoleConfusion Crosstabulation
Agreement_RoleConfusion
Agree
Disagree
Total
City

Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total

Rural

Suburb

Town

Total

33
30.6
56.9%
5.3%
.4
127
136.6
49.0%
20.5%
-.8
91
82.3
58.3%
14.7%
1
76
77.5
51.7%
12.3%
-.2
327
327
52.7%
52.7%

25
27.4
43.1%
4.0%
-.5
132
122.4
51.0%
21.3%
.9
65
73.7
41.7%
10.5%
-1
71
69.5
48.3%
11.5%
.2
293
293
47.3%
47.3%

58
58
100.0%
9.4%
259
259
100.0%
41.8%
156
156
100.0%
25.2%
147
147
100.0%
23.7%
620
620
100.0%
100.0%

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square

3.850a

df

Asymptotic
Significance
(2-sided)

3

.278

Likelihood Ratio
3.862
3
.277
N of Valid Cases
620
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 27.41.

Symmetric Measures
Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Phi
Cramer's V

Value

Approximate
Significance

.079
.079
620

.278
.278

272
District_Locale * Agreement_LackFunding Crosstabulation
Agreement_LackFunding
Agree
Disagree
Total
City

Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total

Rural

Suburb

Town

Total

48
49
82.8%
7.7%
-.1
221
219.9
85.0%
35.5%
.1
133
131.9
85.3%
21.4%
.1
124
125.2
83.8%
19.9%
-.1
526
526
84.6%
84.6%

10
9
17.2%
1.6%
.4
39
40.1
15.0%
6.3%
-.2
23
24.1
14.7%
3.7%
-.2
24
22.8
16.2%
3.9%
.2
96
96
15.4%
15.4%

58
58
100.0%
9.3%
260
260
100.0%
41.8%
156
156
100.0%
25.1%
148
148
100.0%
23.8%
622
622
100.0%
100.0%

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square

.309a

df

Asymptotic
Significance
(2-sided)

3

.958

Likelihood Ratio
.305
3
.959
N of Valid Cases
622
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 8.95.

Symmetric Measures
Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Phi
Cramer's V

Value

Approximate
Significance

.022
.022
622

.958
.958

273
District_Locale * Agreement_PublicApathy Crosstabulation
Agreement_PublicApathy
Agree
Disagree
Total
City

Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total

Rural

Suburb

Town

Total

40
43.5
69.0%
6.5%
-.5
194
194.3
74.9%
31.3%
0
114
116.3
73.5%
18.4%
-.2
117
111
79.1%
18.9%
.6
465
465
75.0%
75.0%

18
14.5
31.0%
2.9%
.9
65
64.8
25.1%
10.5%
0
41
38.8
26.5%
6.6%
.4
31
37
20.9%
5.0%
-1
155
155
25.0%
25.0%

58
58
100.0%
9.4%
259
259
100.0%
41.8%
155
155
100.0%
25.0%
148
148
100.0%
23.9%
620
620
100.0%
100.0%

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square

2.599a

df

Asymptotic
Significance
(2-sided)

3

.458

Likelihood Ratio
2.596
3
.458
N of Valid Cases
620
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 14.50.

Symmetric Measures
Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Phi
Cramer's V

Value

Approximate
Significance

.065
.065
620

.458
.458

274
District_Locale * Agreement_BoardMemberRelationships Crosstabulation
Agreement_BoardMemberRelationships
Agree
Disagree
Total
City

Rural

Suburb

Town

Total

Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total

28
24.9
48.3%
4.5%
.6
99
111.3
38.2%
16.0%
-1.2
73
67
46.8%
11.8%
.7
66
62.7
45.2%
10.7%
.4
266
266
43.0%
43.0%

30
33.1
51.7%
4.8%
-.5
160
147.7
61.8%
25.8%
1
83
89
53.2%
13.4%
-.6
80
83.3
54.8%
12.9%
-.4
353
353
57.0%
57.0%

58
58
100.0%
9.4%
259
259
100.0%
41.8%
156
156
100.0%
25.2%
146
146
100.0%
23.6%
619
619
100.0%
100.0%

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square

4.276a

df

Asymptotic
Significance
(2-sided)

3

.233

Likelihood Ratio
4.289
3
.232
N of Valid Cases
619
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 24.92.

Symmetric Measures
Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Phi
Cramer's V

Value

Approximate
Significance

.083
.083
619

.233
.233

275
District_Locale * Agreement_IncreaseStateFedControl Crosstabulation
Agreement_IncreaseStateFedControl
Agree
Disagree
Total
City

Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total

Rural

Suburb

Town

Total

46
46.5
79.3%
7.4%
-.1
207
207.5
79.9%
33.4%
0
131
123.4
85.1%
21.2%
.7
112
118.6
75.7%
18.1%
-.6
496
496
80.1%
80.1%

12
11.5
20.7%
1.9%
.1
52
51.5
20.1%
8.4%
.1
23
30.6
14.9%
3.7%
-1.4
36
29.4
24.3%
5.8%
1.2
123
123
19.9%
19.9%

58
58
100.0%
9.4%
259
259
100.0%
41.8%
154
154
100.0%
24.9%
148
148
100.0%
23.9%
619
619
100.0%
100.0%

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square

4.231a

df

Asymptotic
Significance
(2-sided)

3

.238

Likelihood Ratio
4.308
3
.23
N of Valid Cases
619
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 11.53.

Symmetric Measures
Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Phi
Cramer's V

Value

Approximate
Significance

.083
.083
619

.238
.238

276
District_Locale * Agreement_IncreaseStuDiversity Crosstabulation
Agreement_IncreaseStuDiversity
Agree
Disagree
Total
City

Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total

Rural

Suburb

Town

Total

16
17.1
27.6%
2.6%
-.3
79
76.2
30.5%
12.8%
.3
42
45.6
27.1%
6.8%
-.5
45
43.2
30.6%
7.3%
.3
182
182
29.4%
29.4%

42
40.9
72.4%
6.8%
.2
180
182.8
69.5%
29.1%
-.2
113
109.4
72.9%
18.3%
.3
102
103.8
69.4%
16.5%
-.2
437
437
70.6%
70.6%

58
58
100.0%
9.4%
259
259
100.0%
41.8%
155
155
100.0%
25.0%
147
147
100.0%
23.7%
619
619
100.0%
100.0%

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square

.744a

df

Asymptotic
Significance
(2-sided)

3

.863

Likelihood Ratio
.749
3
.862
N of Valid Cases
619
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 17.05.

Symmetric Measures
Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Phi
Cramer's V

Value

Approximate
Significance

.035
.035
619

.863
.863

277
District_Locale * Agreement_TeachersUnion Crosstabulation
Agreement_TeachersUnion
Agree
Disagree
Total
City

Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total

Rural

Suburb

Town

Total

30
34.2
51.7%
4.9%
-.7
154
152
59.7%
25.0%
.2
91
90.2
59.5%
14.8%
.1
88
86.6
59.9%
14.3%
.1
363
363
58.9%
58.9%

28
23.8
48.3%
4.5%
.9
104
106
40.3%
16.9%
-.2
62
62.8
40.5%
10.1%
-.1
59
60.4
40.1%
9.6%
-.2
253
253
41.1%
41.1%

58
58
100.0%
9.4%
258
258
100.0%
41.9%
153
153
100.0%
24.8%
147
147
100.0%
23.9%
616
616
100.0%
100.0%

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square

1.378a

df

Asymptotic
Significance
(2-sided)

3

.711

Likelihood Ratio
1.361
3
.715
N of Valid Cases
616
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 23.82.

Symmetric Measures
Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Phi
Cramer's V

Value

Approximate
Significance

.047
.047
616

.711
.711

278
District_Locale * Agreement_Lawsuits Crosstabulation
Agreement_Lawsuits
Agree
Disagree
Total
City

Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total

Rural

Suburb

Town

Total

22
29.7
37.9%
3.6%
-1.4
136
132.1
52.7%
22.1%
.3
85
78.4
55.6%
13.8%
.7
72
74.8
49.3%
11.7%
-.3
315
315
51.2%
51.2%

36
28.3
62.1%
5.9%
1.4
122
125.9
47.3%
19.8%
-.3
68
74.6
44.4%
11.1%
-.8
74
71.2
50.7%
12.0%
.3
300
300
48.8%
48.8%

58
58
100.0%
9.4%
258
258
100.0%
42.0%
153
153
100.0%
24.9%
146
146
100.0%
23.7%
615
615
100.0%
100.0%

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square

5.693a

df

Asymptotic
Significance
(2-sided)

3

.128

Likelihood Ratio
5.727
3
.126
N of Valid Cases
615
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 28.29.

Symmetric Measures
Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Phi
Cramer's V

Value

Approximate
Significance

.096
.096
615

.128
.128

279
District_Locale * Agreement_WeakTeachers Crosstabulation
Agreement_WeakTeachers
Agree
Disagree
City

Rural

Suburb

Town

Total

Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total

40
46.6
69.0%
6.5%
-1
213
208.2
82.2%
34.5%
.3
124
123
81.0%
20.1%
.1
119
118.2
81.0%
19.3%
.1
496
496
80.4%
80.4%

18
11.4
31.0%
2.9%
2
46
50.8
17.8%
7.5%
-.7
29
30
19.0%
4.7%
-.2
28
28.8
19.0%
4.5%
-.2
121
121
19.6%
19.6%

Total
58
58
100.0%
9.4%
259
259
100.0%
42.0%
153
153
100.0%
24.8%
147
147
100.0%
23.8%
617
617
100.0%
100.0%

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square

5.435a

df

Asymptotic
Significance
(2-sided)

3

.143

Likelihood Ratio
4.911
3
.178
N of Valid Cases
617
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 11.37.

Symmetric Measures
Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Phi
Cramer's V

Value

Approximate
Significance

.094
.094
617

.143
.143

280
District_Locale * Agreement_SuperintendentEffectiveness Crosstabulation
Agreement_SuperintendentEffectiveness
Agree
Disagree
Total
City

Rural

Suburb

Town

Total

Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total

41
38.2
70.7%
6.6%
.5
163
170.4
62.9%
26.4%
-.6
106
101.3
68.8%
17.2%
.5
96
96.1
65.8%
15.6%
0
406
406
65.8%
65.8%

17
19.8
29.3%
2.8%
-.6
96
88.6
37.1%
15.6%
.8
48
52.7
31.2%
7.8%
-.6
50
49.9
34.2%
8.1%
0
211
211
34.2%
34.2%

58
58
100.0%
9.4%
259
259
100.0%
42.0%
154
154
100.0%
25.0%
146
146
100.0%
23.7%
617
617
100.0%
100.0%

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square

2.190a

df

Asymptotic
Significance
(2-sided)

3

.534

Likelihood Ratio
2.204
3
.531
N of Valid Cases
617
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 19.83.

Symmetric Measures
Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Phi
Cramer's V

Value

Approximate
Significance

.060
.060
617

.534
.534

281
District_Locale * Agreement_BoardMemberEffectiveness Crosstabulation
Agreement_BoardMemberEffectiveness
Agree
Disagree
Total
City

Rural

Suburb

Town

Total

Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total

35
34.2
62.5%
5.8%
.1
145
154.9
57.1%
24.0%
-.8
103
92.7
67.8%
17.0%
1.1
86
87.2
60.1%
14.2%
-.1
369
369
61.0%
61.0%

21
21.8
37.5%
3.5%
-.2
109
99.1
42.9%
18.0%
1
49
59.3
32.2%
8.1%
-1.3
57
55.8
39.9%
9.4%
.2
236
236
39.0%
39.0%

56
56
100.0%
9.3%
254
254
100.0%
42.0%
152
152
100.0%
25.1%
143
143
100.0%
23.6%
605
605
100.0%
100.0%

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square

4.655a

df

Asymptotic
Significance
(2-sided)

3

.199

Likelihood Ratio
4.711
3
.194
N of Valid Cases
605
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 21.84.

Symmetric Measures
Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Phi
Cramer's V

Value

Approximate
Significance

.088
.088
605

.199
.199

282
District_Locale * Agreement_LackSBPay Crosstabulation
Agreement_LackSBPay
Agree
Disagree
Total
City

Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total

Rural

Suburb

Town

Total

5
5.2
8.6%
.8%
-.1
17
23
6.6%
2.8%
-1.3
17
13.7
11.0%
2.8%
.9
16
13.1
10.9%
2.6%
.8
55
55
8.9%
8.9%

53
52.8
91.4%
8.6%
0
241
235
93.4%
39.1%
.4
137
140.3
89.0%
22.2%
-.3
131
133.9
89.1%
21.2%
-.3
562
562
91.1%
91.1%

58
58
100.0%
9.4%
258
258
100.0%
41.8%
154
154
100.0%
25.0%
147
147
100.0%
23.8%
617
617
100.0%
100.0%

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square

3.283a

df

Asymptotic
Significance
(2-sided)

3

.35

Likelihood Ratio
3.342
3
.342
N of Valid Cases
617
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 5.17.

Symmetric Measures
Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Phi
Cramer's V

Value

Approximate
Significance

.073
.073
617

.350
.350

283
District_Locale * Agreement_BoardMemberRelatonships
_w_Leadership Crosstabulation
Agreement_BoardMemberRelatonships
_w_Leadership
Agree
Disagree
Total
City

Rural

Suburb

Town

Total

Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count
% within District_Locale
% of Total

28
31.9
48.3%
4.6%
-.7
135
139.9
53.1%
22.1%
-.4
91
83.7
59.9%
14.9%
.8
82
80.4
56.2%
13.4%
.2
336
336
55.1%
55.1%

30
26.1
51.7%
4.9%
.8
119
114.1
46.9%
19.5%
.5
61
68.3
40.1%
10.0%
-.9
64
65.6
43.8%
10.5%
-.2
274
274
44.9%
44.9%

58
58
100.0%
9.5%
254
254
100.0%
41.6%
152
152
100.0%
24.9%
146
146
100.0%
23.9%
610
610
100.0%
100.0%

Chi-Square Tests

Pearson Chi-Square

Value

df

Asymptotic
Significance
(2-sided)

2.946a

3

.4

Likelihood Ratio
2.95
3
.399
N of Valid Cases
610
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 26.05.

Symmetric Measures
Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Phi
Cramer's V

Value

Approximate
Significance

.069
.069
610

.400
.400

District_FreeReduced * Agreement_RoleConfusion Crosstabulation

284

High

Agreement_RoleConfusion
Agree
Disagree
Total
20
14
34

Count

Low

Medium

Total

Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

18
58.8%

16
41.2%

34
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual

3.2%
.5

2.3%
-.5

5.5%

Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

110
104.6
55.6%

88
93.4
44.4%

198
198
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count

17.8%
.5
197

14.2%
-.6
190

32.0%

Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

204.4
50.9%

182.6
49.1%

387
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual

31.8%
-.5

30.7%
.6

62.5%

Count

387

327

292

619

Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

327
52.8%

292
47.2%

619
100.0%

% of Total

52.8%

47.2%

100.0%

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square

1.656a

df

Asymptotic
Significance (2sided)

2

.437

Likelihood Ratio
1.66
2
.436
N of Valid Cases
619
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 16.04.

Symmetric Measures
Value

Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Approximate
Significance

Phi

.052

.437

Cramer's V

.052
619

.437

285
District_FreeReduced * Agreement_LackFunding Crosstabulation
Agreement_LackFunding
Agree
Disagree
Total
High

Low

Medium

Total

Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

29
28.7
85.3%

5
5.3
14.7%

34
34
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count

4.7%
0
169

.8%
-.1
30

5.5%

Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

168.2
84.9%

30.8
15.1%

199
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual

27.2%
.1

4.8%
-.1

32.0%

Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

327
328
84.3%

61
60
15.7%

388
388
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual

52.7%
-.1

9.8%
.1

62.5%

525
525

96
96

621
621

% within
District_FreeReduced

84.5%

15.5%

100.0%

% of Total

84.5%

15.5%

100.0%

Count
Expected Count

199

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square

df

Asymptotic
Significance (2sided)

.058a

2

.972

.058
621

2

.971

Likelihood Ratio
N of Valid Cases

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 5.26.

Symmetric Measures
Value

Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Approximate
Significance

Phi

.010

.972

Cramer's V

.010

.972

621

286
District_FreeReduced * Agreement_PublicApathy Crosstabulation
Agreement_PublicApathy
Agree
Disagree
Total
High

Low

Medium

Total

Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

28
25.5
82.4%

6
8.5
17.6%

34
34
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count

4.5%
.5
134

1.0%
-.8
64

5.5%

Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

148.7
67.7%

49.3
32.3%

198
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual

21.6%
-1.2

10.3%
2.1

32.0%

Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

303
290.7
78.3%

84
96.3
21.7%

387
387
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual

48.9%
.7

13.6%
-1.3

62.5%

465
465

154
154

619
619

% within
District_FreeReduced

75.1%

24.9%

100.0%

% of Total

75.1%

24.9%

100.0%

Count
Expected Count

198

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
N of Valid Cases

df

Asymptotic
Significance (2sided)

8.908a

2

.012

8.713
619

2

.013

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 8.46.

Symmetric Measures
Value

Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Approximate
Significance

Phi

.120

.012

Cramer's V

.120

.012

619

287
District_FreeReduced * Agreement_BoardMemberRelationships
Crosstabulation
High

Agreement_BoardMemberRelationships
Agree
Disagree
Total
14
20
34

Count

Low

Medium

Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

14.6
41.2%

19.4
58.8%

34
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual

2.3%
-.2

3.2%
.1

5.5%

Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

98
85.2
49.5%

100
112.8
50.5%

198
198
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count

15.9%
1.4
154
166.1

16.2%
-1.2
232
219.9

32.0%

% within
District_FreeReduced

39.9%

60.1%

100.0%

% of Total

24.9%

37.5%

62.5%

-.9

.8

Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

266
266
43.0%

352
352
57.0%

618
618
100.0%

% of Total

43.0%

57.0%

100.0%

Standardized Residual
Total

386
386

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square

4.969a

df

Asymptotic
Significance
(2-sided)

2

.083

Likelihood Ratio
4.949
2
.084
N of Valid Cases
618
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 14.63.

Symmetric Measures

Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Value

Approximate
Significance

Phi

.090

.083

Cramer's V

.090
618

.083

288
District_FreeReduced * Agreement_IncreaseStateFedControl
Crosstabulation
High

Agreement_IncreaseStateFedControl
Agree
Disagree
Total
24
10
34

Count

Low

Medium

Expected Count
% within
DIstrict_FreeReduced

27.2
70.6%

6.8
29.4%

34
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual

3.9%
-.6

1.6%
1.2

5.5%

Count
Expected Count
% within
DIstrict_FreeReduced

165
158.6
83.3%

33
39.4
16.7%

198
198
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count

26.7%
.5
306
309.2

5.3%
-1
80
76.8

32.0%

% within
DIstrict_FreeReduced

79.3%

20.7%

100.0%

% of Total

49.5%

12.9%

62.5%

-.2

.4

Count
Expected Count
% within
DIstrict_FreeReduced

495
495
80.1%

123
123
19.9%

618
618
100.0%

% of Total

80.1%

19.9%

100.0%

Standardized Residual
Total

386
386

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square

3.393a

df

Asymptotic
Significance
(2-sided)

2

.183

Likelihood Ratio
3.266
2
.195
N of Valid Cases
618
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 6.77.

Symmetric Measures

Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Value

Approximate
Significance

Phi

.074

.183

Cramer's V

.074
618

.183

289
District_FreeReduced * Agreement_IncreaseStuDiversity Crosstabulation
Agreement_IncreaseStuDiversity
Agree
Disagree
Total
High

Low

Medium

Total

Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

13
10
38.2%

21
24
61.8%

34
34
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count

2.1%
1
46

3.4%
-.6
151

5.5%

Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

57.7
23.4%

139.3
76.6%

197
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual

7.4%
-1.5

24.4%
1

31.9%

Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

122
113.3
31.5%

265
273.7
68.5%

387
387
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual

19.7%
.8

42.9%
-.5

62.6%

181
181

437
437

618
618

% within
District_FreeReduced

29.3%

70.7%

100.0%

% of Total

29.3%

70.7%

100.0%

Count
Expected Count

197

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
N of Valid Cases

df

Asymptotic
Significance
(2-sided)

5.603a

2

.061

5.677
618

2

.059

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 9.96.

Symmetric Measures

Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Value

Approximate
Significance

Phi

.095

.061

Cramer's V

.095

.061

618

290
District_FreeReduced * Agreement_TeachersUnion Crosstabulation
Agreement_TeachersUnion
Agree
Disagree
Total
High

Low

Medium

Total

Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

20
20
58.8%

14
14
41.2%

34
34
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count

3.3%
0
119

2.3%
0
77

5.5%

Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

115.4
60.7%

80.6
39.3%

196
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual

19.3%
.3

12.5%
-.4

31.9%

Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

223
226.6
57.9%

162
158.4
42.1%

385
385
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual

36.3%
-.2

26.3%
.3

62.6%

362
362

253
253

615
615

% within
District_FreeReduced

58.9%

41.1%

100.0%

% of Total

58.9%

41.1%

100.0%

Count
Expected Count

196

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
N of Valid Cases

df

Asymptotic
Significance
(2-sided)

.418a

2

.811

.419
615

2

.811

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 13.99.

Symmetric Measures

Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Value

Approximate
Significance

Phi

.026

.811

Cramer's V

.026

.811

615

291
District_FreeReduced * Agreement_Lawsuits Crosstabulation
Agreement_Lawsuits
Agree
Disagree
Total
High

Low

Medium

Total

Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

17
17.4
50.0%

17
16.6
50.0%

34
34
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count

2.8%
-.1
105

2.8%
.1
90

5.5%

Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

99.7
53.8%

95.3
46.2%

195
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual

17.1%
.5

14.7%
-.5

31.8%

Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

192
196.9
49.9%

193
188.1
50.1%

385
385
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual

31.3%
-.3

31.4%
.4

62.7%

314
314

300
300

614
614

% within
District_FreeReduced

51.1%

48.9%

100.0%

% of Total

51.1%

48.9%

100.0%

Count
Expected Count

195

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
N of Valid Cases

df

Asymptotic
Significance
(2-sided)

.838a

2

.658

.838
614

2

.658

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 16.61.

Symmetric Measures

Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Value

Approximate
Significance

Phi

.037

.658

Cramer's V

.037

.658

614

292
District_FreeReduced * Agreement_WeakTeachers Crosstabulation
Agreement_WeakTeachers
Agree
Disagree
Total
High

Low

Medium

Total

Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

28
27.3
82.4%

6
6.7
17.6%

34
34
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count

4.5%
.1
158

1.0%
-.3
38

5.5%

Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

157.5
80.6%

38.5
19.4%

196
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual

25.6%
0

6.2%
-.1

31.8%

Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

309
310.2
80.1%

77
75.8
19.9%

386
386
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual

50.2%
-.1

12.5%
.1

62.7%

495
495

121
121

616
616

% within
District_FreeReduced

80.4%

19.6%

100.0%

% of Total

80.4%

19.6%

100.0%

Count
Expected Count

196

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
N of Valid Cases

df

Asymptotic
Significance
(2-sided)

.117a

2

.943

.119
616

2

.942

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 6.68.

Symmetric Measures

Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Value

Approximate
Significance

Phi

.014

.943

Cramer's V

.014

.943

616

293
District_FreeReduced * Agreement_SuperintendentEffectiveness
Crosstabulation
High

Agreement_SuperintendentEffectiveness
Agree
Disagree
Total
24
10
34

Count

Low

Medium

Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

22.4
70.6%

11.6
29.4%

34
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual

3.9%
.3

1.6%
-.5

5.5%

Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

129
129.2
65.8%

67
66.8
34.2%

196
196
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count

20.9%
0
253
254.4

10.9%
0
133
131.6

31.8%

% within
District_FreeReduced

65.5%

34.5%

100.0%

% of Total

41.1%

21.6%

62.7%

-.1

.1

Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

406
406
65.9%

210
210
34.1%

616
616
100.0%

% of Total

65.9%

34.1%

100.0%

Standardized Residual
Total

386
386

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square

.355a

df

Asymptotic
Significance
(2-sided)

2

.837

Likelihood Ratio
.363
2
.834
N of Valid Cases
616
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 11.59.

Symmetric Measures

Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Value

Approximate
Significance

Phi

.024

.837

Cramer's V

.024
616

.837

294
District_FreeReduced * Agreement_BoardMemberEffectiveness
Crosstabulation
High

Agreement_BoardMemberEffectiveness
Agree
Disagree
Total
18
15
33

Count

Low

Medium

Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

20.2
54.5%

12.8
45.5%

33
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual

3.0%
-.5

2.5%
.6

5.5%

Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

122
118.5
62.9%

72
75.5
37.1%

194
194
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count

20.2%
.3
229
230.3

11.9%
-.4
148
146.7

32.1%

% within
District_FreeReduced

60.7%

39.3%

100.0%

% of Total

37.9%

24.5%

62.4%

-.1

.1

Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

369
369
61.1%

235
235
38.9%

604
604
100.0%

% of Total

61.1%

38.9%

100.0%

Standardized Residual
Total

377
377

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square

.877a

df

Asymptotic
Significance
(2-sided)

2

.645

Likelihood Ratio
.869
2
.648
N of Valid Cases
604
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 12.84.

Symmetric Measures

Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Value

Approximate
Significance

Phi

.038

.645

Cramer's V

.038
604

.645

295
District_FreeReduced * Agreement_LacksSBPay Crosstabulation
Agreement_LacksSBPay
Agree
Disagree
Total
High

Low

Medium

Total

Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

3
3
8.8%

31
31
91.2%

34
34
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual
Count

.5%
0
15

5.0%
0
181

5.5%

Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

17.5
7.7%

178.5
92.3%

196
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual

2.4%
-.6

29.4%
.2

31.8%

Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

37
34.5
9.6%

349
351.5
90.4%

386
386
100.0%

% of Total
Standardized Residual

6.0%
.4

56.7%
-.1

62.7%

55
55

561
561

616
616

% within
District_FreeReduced

8.9%

91.1%

100.0%

% of Total

8.9%

91.1%

100.0%

Count
Expected Count

196

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
N of Valid Cases

df

Asymptotic
Significance
(2-sided)

.597a

2

.742

.611
616

2

.737

a. 1 cells (16.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 3.04.

Symmetric Measures

Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Value

Approximate
Significance

Phi

.031

.742

Cramer's V

.031

.742

616

296
District_FreeReduced *
Agreement_BoardMemberRelationships_w_Leadership Crosstabulation
Agreement_BoardMember
Relationships_w_Leadership
Agree
Disagree
Total
High

Count
Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

Low

17
18.2
51.5%

16
14.8
48.5%

33
33
100.0%

% of Total

2.8%

2.6%

5.4%

Standardized Residual
Count
Expected Count

-.3
115
107.6

.3
80
87.4

195
195

% within
District_FreeReduced

59.0%

41.0%

100.0%

% of Total

18.9%

13.1%

32.0%

.7
204

-.8
177

381

Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

210.2
53.5%

170.8
46.5%

381
100.0%

% of Total

33.5%

29.1%

62.6%

-.4
336

.5
273

609

Expected Count
% within
District_FreeReduced

336
55.2%

273
44.8%

609
100.0%

% of Total

55.2%

44.8%

100.0%

Standardized Residual
Count

Medium

Standardized Residual
Count

Total

Chi-Square Tests
Value

Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
N of Valid Cases

df

Asymptotic
Significance
(2-sided)

1.727a

2

.422

1.733
609

2

.421

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 14.79.

Symmetric Measures

Nominal by Nominal
N of Valid Cases

Value

Approximate
Significance

Phi

.053

.422

Cramer's V

.053

.422

609

